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Preface

The project for Cross Language Study of Discourse
Structures was funded in August of 1970 for a two year
period by National Science Foundation grant GS-3180 to
Cornell University.

Under that-'grant I traveled to three field loca-
tions and held workshops in which thirty-one languages were
represented. The tangible results of those workshops were
thirty papers submitted for publication on the topic of
discourse, seventeen papers on other areas of linguistics
that needed to be cleared up so that discourse studles could
progress, and this report.

The most interesting result was:the discovery of
the overlay patte?n of text organizatjon described 1in Chapter
Nineteen. Thurman's work on linkage and chaining-(Chapter
Twenty-one), Litteral's on time indexing (Chapter Three),
the distinction between rhetorical and lexical relations
(Chapter Fourteen), and Thurman'ssysuggestions for decomposing
texts to display their discourse properties (Chapter Six)
all have broad significance.

This report is the part that could be gotten ready

in the time available of a fuller discussion of discourse __ ... ..
- imtanguage. I have included more than half of what I

originally planned, and have sketched out the rest.

Collaborators in the workshops include all the
authors of papers listed at the end of the preface. Most
of them are field investigators of the Summer Institute of
Linguistics, which is affiliated with the University of
Oklahoma. The Institute provided the physical facilities
for each workshop and contributed administrative-support.
Ivan Lowe in Brazil and Nellie Hidalgo in the Philippines
leCtured, Harland Kerr, Bruce Hooley, Richard #kins, Karl
Franklin, and Lee Ballard visited, and Martin Krusi, Horst
Stutte, and William Hall took advantage of the workshop
environment to begin papers on Chiquitano of Bolivia, Gaveao
of Brazil, -and Siocon Subanon of the Philippines respectively.
Outside the workshops I conferred with profit with Austin-
Hale in Nepal and Paul Freyberg in New Guinea. Robert Litteral,
a graduate student from the University of Pennsylvania,
acted as my assistant in the Philippines.

This project has led to two further developments.
The first is an exploration, with Ivan Lowe and Thomas Crowell,
of formalisms that might be more useful than the ones current
in linguistics. The ¥Yecond, for which continuing support has
heen requested from the Natlonal Scienck Foundation, involves
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Preface

looking into the tie between morphological categories and
discourse structure. -‘Categories like ténse and definiteness
are frequently labeled and let go; but there is evidence
that they can be understood better by relating them to where
they are-used in discourse.

\
Joseph E. Grimes
Principal Invgstigator
July 1, 1972 )

" Following is a.list.of papers produced in the
workshops. Where the paper has appeared or is in the. process
of publication, the journal is given.

y E. Butler, Vexgp derivation in Terena
mas H. Crowell, Cohesion in Bororo discourse, Linguistics
Rgse Dobson and Helga Weiss, Kayabi clause structure
er H. K. Kingston, Mamainde syllables
arbaca J. Krpekgz4~Mgrphophnnemics,oﬁfxambiqﬁar37—3nthrcpc-"
~7 "7 Jogical Linguistics 14:1.19-22 (1972) .-

"Menno H, eker, Thematic linkage in Nambiquara hﬁrrative,

Appemdix A of this volume
Ruth MclLeod, Paragraph, aspect, and participant in Xavante,
Linguistics.
Wilbur K. Pickering, Apurina, M. Cohen, ed. Les Langues Dans
le Monde S
Orland Rowan, Some features of Paressi discourse struc ire,
" Anthropological Linpyistics 14:4,131-146 (197 )
Mickey Stout and Ruth Thomson,~ayapo narrative, International
Journal wf American‘LIﬁﬁqjstics 37:4.250-256 (1971)

4

James Wheatley, Pronouns and nomindy elements in Bacairi
. discourse, Linguistics N,
’ . :
New Guinea \%§
Janice Allen, Halia sentences, Pacific LingS{itics
Jerry Allen, Terise-aspect in Halia narrativesy Oceanic Linguistics
John Austing, Semantic relationships in Omie X\‘
~June Austing, Omie discourse, International Jourhal of
‘ American Linguistics >
Donald Davis, Wantoat paragraph structure, Linguistics
Joseph E. Grimes, Outlines and overlays, Language
» Kinds of information in discourse, Kivung 4:2.64-73
‘ (1971) . -
Roberta Huisqng Angaataha narrative discourse, Linguistics.

\

§

i
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—
Ronald Huisman, Angaataha verb morphology,,Linguistics
. vHelen Lawrence, Location in Oksapmin, Anthropological Linguistics
Marshall Lawrence, Oksapmin sentence structure, Pacific
L1ngu1st1cs
Ronald Lewis, Sanio-Hiowe paragraph structure, Pacific Linguistics
Sandra Lewis, Sanio-Hjowe verb phrases, Pacific Linguistics:
Robert Litteral, Rhetorical predicates and time topology”
in Anggor, Foundations of Language
Shiriley Litteral, Orientation shifts in Anggor, Pacific
Linguistics
David Strange, Indicative and subjunctive 1in Upper Asaro,
Linguistics
Robert Thurman,*Chuave medial verbs .

~

Philippines

Seymour Ashley, A case classification of Tausug verbs,
" Anthropological Linguistics
Marjorie Draper, Underlying case structure in Northern
Kankanayy Asian Studies
Carl DuBois, Connectives in Sarangani Manobo discourse,
Linguistics .
Richard Gieser, Kalinga sequential discourse, Ph111pp1n£
T JOurnaI__f_IlngU1st1cs -
Ruth Gieser and Joseph E. Grimes, Natural groupings in Kalinga
disease terms, Asian Studies .
Joseph E. Grimes, Participant orientation, Philippine Journal
of Linguistics
- Donna Hettick, Verb stem classes in Northern Kankanay,
Oceanic Lingulistics
Lou Hohulin, .Complex piedlcates in Keleyi-Kallahan, Pacific
Linguistics
Richard Hohulin, Cohesivye organlzatlon in Keley¥ Kallahan,
Pac1f1c Linguistics \
Betty Hooker, Cohesion, In Ivatan, Asian Studies
Virginia Larson; Pronominal reference in the Ivatan narrative, .
Philippine Journal of Linguistics <
Helen Miller, Thematization in’Mamanwa, Linguistics
Jeanne Miller, Semantic structure of Mamanwa verbs, L1ngu1st1cs
Mary Rhea, Remarks on prefocus in‘Sarangani Bilaan, Philippine
Journal of Linguistics
- Louise Sawyer, Aspect in Amganad Ifugao, Anthropological
Linguistics .
Anne West, The semantics of focus in Amganad Ifugao Linguistics
Hazel Wrigglesworth Ilianen Manobo narrative dlscourse

I also wrote two other napers unrelaxed to discourse
during the workshops: \

Review of Cor§}3u31 Exercises in computational linguistics,
Language 47:4.975-978 (1971)
Huichol¢ M. Cohen, ed. Les Langues Dans le Monde Co
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CHAPTER ., ONE
; / ' WHY DISCOURSE STUDY?

/ . .
!Llnguistics.ﬁtarted small, concentrating on spghds
énd words before phrases and sentences. There is always
’xut%ent in new ideas about those areas, and the subject
matt@4 has always shown itself tough ehough to be challenging.
A lléguist could fill a lifetime without needing to ask
whg%her the framework he worked in might also extend to take

11 larger segments of verbal behavior.

-
2

Now that so of us are trying to expand our horizons
beyond the sentence to paragraphs and even entire discourses,
we seem to draw two kinds of reactions. One is encouraging
and a‘'little wistful. Colleagues see that linguistlés can
go 1n that direction and wish they had time to join us in
finding out how. The other reactzon is miidly surprising
for a field in which one or another set of young Turks-has
nearly always held the center of the stage: it is
suggested ei1ther that we can't work on discourbe, because
1t has been convincingly demonstrated that su¢h work is
impossible, or that we shouldn't, because everything beyond
the sentence 1s the'dom of the rhetoricians, or the

critics, or the logic

3
" Sincel I take it as a principle that the way to sell

ns.

~

soap 1s not to waste time arguing that Brand X won't get
the dirt out, but rather to show the way your own product
does 1ts job, I propose no lengthy critique that will
demolish one by one the negative arguments about discourse.
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In Section One of this chapter I will touch lightly on the
criticisms I am aware of, then go on in Section Two to the
reasons why I thlnk it is not only possible but also down-
right enlightening to study discourse. The third section
.of the chapter will sketch some possible consequences of
d@scourse study. ‘ -

WHY LINGUISTS SHOULD NOT STUDY DISCOURSE .

The f1rst thing that has kept many linguists away
from the serious study of discourse is probably the magnitude
of the subject matter (Langendoen 1970.4). Like the Dutch
boy with his finger in the dike, they look at how mggp they
have to cope with and get the understandable feeling that
the whole wild sea is out there. Beyond the ordered para-
digms and mildly centroversial counterexamples of sentence -
grammar they see business letters, conversations, restaurant

menus, novels, laws, nonverbal behavior, movie scrlpts,
editorials, without end. They 4re right. Yet there are -
ways of bringing a good deal of this under contro}, as I

7
7

hope this book will show. s

Totally apart from the question of magnitude there
‘are limitations built into linguistic theory{that have made
1t difficult to work on discourse from inside the disciplime.
The most obvious of these is the‘;heore;ical restrictiofh of
linguistics to relationships within the sentence. Bloomfield
(1933.170), for example, in defining'thg sentence as 'an
independent form, not included in any larger (complex) .
linguistic form', clamped a 1id on linguistics that few have
tried to lift. Dik (1968) rightly criticizes the effect of
this limitatioffi on our understanding of the kinds of relagions
between sentences that have to be assumed in ®rder to
account for things like conjunctions.

~
/
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. : @
Chomsky (1957, 1965) not only perpetuated Bloomfield's

restriction uncr1t1ca11y, but made it even stronger by

having the sentence, or somethlng very much like it, be. the

distinguished symbol of the kind of grammar that can be

constructed as a formal system. His statements about the -

aim of grammar being to account for all the sentences of a

language and only the sentences of a language had a similar

effect.

5

’

Chomsky's theoretically motivated view said that as
far as linguistics is concerned.no relationships beyond the
senteﬁce exist. Yet ignoring them has had odd consgquences.
In Katz and Fodor's important 1963 article on semantics, for
example, they were forced to adopt the fiction that in order
to make a semantic interpretation of a text; all the sentences
of the text have to be conjoined into a_single supersentence, . _

which is then amenable to interpretation by projection rules.
Postal also (1964) has to exclude some of the information
carried by pronouns from his lingﬁistic analysis, although

he points out corréctly that a good deal of the information
necessary for what he has to say there about pronouns i%,
contained within the sentence in which they occur.

.
> 4

One canﬂot Triticize Bloomfield, Chomsky, or anyone
else who has operated like them for making a clear distinc-
tion between what they choose to talk about and wh¥ they lay
aside. Restriction of a field is essential for any kind of
scientific thinking. 1If someone wishes to focus.on what
happens within certain bounds, anyone else who accepti the
rules of the ggme has to agree to those bounds. Trouble
comes only.whgn-we are given to understand that those are,
the qndy reasonable or possible or interesting‘boﬁqﬁé, and
he who would disturb them is disrupting the peace of the

klngdom.' In our discipline we do this by invoking the name
' ¢ 4
‘ .
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of Linguistic Theory, presented'more as an eternal verity -
than as tﬁg way some eminent and generaliy sensible person
happens to lookyat things at the moment. Frankly, at the

time Bloomfield wrote, sticking to the sentence W%as probably
the wisest ing he could have done. It gave him and ,those
who came after him breathing space to get a érasp on a broad .
range of phenomena like word structure and ‘the lowex reaches

’ [
of phonolog Later on the limitation to sentences ermittedl

a’ thorou C sification ’? patterns within phrases

A}

sentences, / In the 'same way, Chomsky really needed a Fiitric-

" ted field within which to work out the consequences of ,his
ideas about the formalization of grammar. But now that we.
have a grasp both of the classifying side. of grammar ang of
its expression in the form of generalizatibhs within a
formal system, it is high time to make room for less narrow

- limitations. '

r

A different reason for urging linguists to hold back
- from discourse is that the kinds of relatiohships that 5?6:
involved ance we go beyond the sentence are different fronr
those that opefate'within sentences (Kelkar 1970). For
example, it is often—asserted that stylistic relationships
have little in common with the relationships of ordinary
grammar, that perhaps they are a statistical property of
speech that linguists cannot deal with directly. In the
opinion of others style has an intangible nature that cannot
be approached with the combinatorial tools of linguistics.
What is overlooked should become plain later in this bookf
First, there are perfectly st;aightforward‘cémbinatorial
‘"relationships that operate in discourse, and second, no
matter what is meant by style, the problem is just as
prominent inside sentences as it is énywhere else in
language.




>

§

The' thread of &iscourse‘ - : Grimes

To maintain that linguists should not work with
&@mplete discourses be;ause that is the'ﬂtovince of rhetoric
and literary criticism is a little like saying that physicists
should not work with chemistry or that information scientists
should haye nothing to do with law. As a matter of #$act,
chemists and lawyers have both profited because those outside
their discipline appli;d the concepts of a different fie}d K
to it; there is no reason‘why both rhetoric and fiterary
criticism should not be better off as a result of linguiftq

having tried their tools in thosera;eaé.
'

o

~
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. N
2. WHY LINGUISTS SHOULD STUDY D\I&COUR.SE\
.o : . A a’ [

As T suggested in the last sectlocn, 11ngu1sts/;an“
amd should work with dfscourse None of the reasons give
why l1ngu15t5 should leave d1scourse albne is more than a ' ’
tactical .barrier. Those reasons impede 1inguistic study
mainly : hecause we do not yet have much experlence in finding
ouy way around them. ‘ 3
e ’ N . v ) .
'For example, the magnitude of the subject matter,

while vast, is not impossible to cope with. Pfiéress in

scientific thinking' always impl%es distinguishi between
generalizations that can be broadened on the one hahd and’

‘1i§2d§ of complexity that can be left out.of copsiderafion on
éhe other. Certainly in,fielgs like mathematical biology,
genetics, and astronomy, numberless observed phenomena have
been successfully brought into the scope of a relatively
small nuﬁber‘of generalizations. Kemeny discusses optimis-
tically the application of mathematical models in the soclal

sciences even where problems 'are much too large to get

explicit solutions for them and yet the number of parts Is
not large enough, nor are they homogeneous enough, to be
able to pass-to the limit'. In discussing oQtlmal sequences
of decisions that involve a large number of facsors, Bellman
starts from the working assumption that at aéy point In such
a sequence th® number of parameters that have to be takep
1nto con51derat10n is very ' small. The answer to complexity

is not to give up the whole thing, but to find generallzatlons
and slmpllfylng assumptions that put the1r finger on: the
essential factors behlnd the complex1ty ' & A ~
. ﬁi R -
Suppose we were to look at.what has already beep .
accompilshed in linguistics by taking the p01nt of view of a

I'e

hygpthi};cal elf who is a good phonét1c1an but who knows

e

ndéthing of‘ghe klnds of generallzatlons llngu1sps have made
N, ’ ~'
. . \ -




Grimes
since the timesx e Hyndu grammarlans, We could imagine
how he might quall at the hopelgssness of ever dong anything
about the mass of phonetlc data .that a linguist collects in
an ordinary working day. He knows, after all, that he is
déaling with sequences of motions in a many-dimensiqned
continuous spaééﬁ and that ‘the exact correspondence even
between two successive utterances of what is sugposed'to be
the same word are rare. Yet§p because'we‘non-%Jvish'linguists’
have evoived a conceptual framework that takes in ali this
compdexity, it no longegéhgtgers us. We are even tempted
- (wrongly) to regard the.study af phonological systems as the
most cut and drigd part of linguistics. Where discourse is
éoncerned, however, we still .-feel in the position ef the elf;
we have'not yet come up with generalizations that can cope
with the magnltude of the subject matter. I suggest-that
su*enerahzatlons are possible, and that we are already
on the track of some of them. - "

.

As mentioned, some of the relationships that we find
between sentences are the same as those we find between
elements of a single sentence (John Austlng ms). The first
consequence of this is a redefinition of the notion of
gramma;htggt does away'ﬁith its traditional limitation to
sentencgs; 'f“bg;sonally prefer to symbolize this change of
scope by choosing a psychologically neutral starting

symbol such as F for '#rm' to represent the distingﬁished
' l .

symbol in a formal grammar.

.

ISubstituting'one'stbol for another in a formal

grammar does not change. the grammar, of‘¢6urse. "A formal
{

grammar beginning with S is perfectly capable of being

developed ihto "a discourse grammar ‘rather than restricted

. S

-

M .
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K

to a sentence grammar, But it is linguists' secondary and

even tertiary responses to the idea of grammatical systems
R

that seem to keep the 1id on their thinking. Reshaping of

perspectives, in linguistics as in politics, is aidkd by

switching symbols. .

-

Relationships that I haye. characterlzed as belonging
to outline-like "structures (ms) are ‘well recognrzed in
sentences, where statements of constituency based on the
partitioning of strings are the backbone of the grammatlcal
tradition. Pike. (1954.33,57) anticipated discourse studies
inNshowing how the notion of constituency applies from within
the word clear up to the 'beh#vioreme', a major unit with a
culturally recognizable beginning and ending on the one hand
and internal structure on the other. His characterization °
of a discourse as a verbal behavioreme is $fill as ,good for
getting things started as anything we can think of, since it
emphasizes that discourse, like the senteﬁce in the older
grammars, is a primitive notion. that is not definable from
within the system.

Although the field of rhetoric is independent of
linguistics, many of the relationships rhetoricians talk
aéput can be formalized quite well as constituency grammars.
The first example of this that came to my attention was
Daniel P. Fdllbr’s Inductive method of Bible study (1959),
which applies rhetorlcal concepts to exegesis 1n such a way

ae to parse texts in a“tree representation, sometlmes going
down .as far as relatlonshlps among elements of a sentence,
gyt aiso uniting major segments of texts in terms of the

%@ -
%’ ‘I’elat1onsh1ps.
. ' '
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N

This rhetorical approach,”lncidentalfy, gives an
analysis of a text that is much more like that of a modern
proppsitional grammar (Langendoen 1969, Frantz 1970) than
it is like a pure constituency'g;émmar like Longacre's (1968)..
The rhetorical structure consisf%éof*underlying relationshibs
--generalization and exémple, say-3f0f which there isJexplicit
but indirect evidence in the output-form\itself..

§

v
N -

At the, same time, the organization of a text abové
the level of the sentence has more to it than can merely be
extrapolated from relationships within sentences. It is
for' this reason that I héve distinguished between lexical and
rhetorical prediéates for a propositional model of discourse.
Rodgers, writing for a College Conferénce of Composition
symposium on thé sentence and the paragraph (1966),
criticized .the work of Christensen andBecker on paragraph
structure as being nothing mere than™'extrapolations from
the sentence'; but he was only half right. Some relation-
ships on which paragraphs are built can apply at any level
of constituency including between words within a sentence;
only a few like those expressed by therefore do not seem to
haﬁé a place in sentence structure. The important point
for discourse studies is 'what John Austing documents for
Omie (ms): ach reiq;ionship has several ‘different forms
of expression, d&pending on what thing§ are being related,
and:relatiopships that have distinct expressions in some
cénte;ts may have iﬂqptical, ambigu&us expressions in
-others.

Ger%ld A. Sanders has gone a step beyond simply
saying’thatfthg familiar relationships of sentence grammar
apply on up the line. His claim, with which I agree, is
;paf'a §enténce'g?amma; will not work unless it is part of
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5

L4

g discourse grammar, éecause certain factors are needed for
_the undefstanding«of elements in sentences that are not

available within those sentences themselves but only
)

L ]
elsewhere in the discourse.

A number gf concepts have been deveioped specifically

-for the studxqof discourse. Although from one point of view
1t could be argued that “fhese are relationships that-.are
different in kig¢/f?dmazﬁb ones. linguists wofk.w%th in -
sentence grammars, it is impertant to notice tHat they all
relate to familiar concepts in grammar rathér than being’ .

Jtotallx‘f]‘m without. Among these are the nqQtaons of kinds—’/
of informatien, particilpant orientation, information
structute, thematization, clause permutation, and variable
frequency rules, all of which are discussed later in this
book. . }
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3. THE USE OF DISCOURSE STUDIES

Curiosity 1s, of course, adequate justification for
studying anything, even discour$e. XNevertheless, discourse
study does seem to have some implications in other areas.
The ‘most obvious 1s °‘the likelihood that discourse studies
w1ll require a reshaping of linguistic theory, certainly
by.-extending 1ts scope if nothing else. H. A. Gleason, Jr.,
reported to me in conversation that when he worked out both
a sentence grammar and a discourse grammar of Kiate of New
Guinea, the discourse grammar, which included everything :n
the sentence grammér as well, contained fewer 1rregularities
and was i some sense simpler. ‘T? 1s possible that the cliosure
of grammar on discourse, as Sanders malntafhs, will round
off our view of language in-a much more integrated-way than

can be achieved by truncating grammar at the sentence.

The implications of discoyrse study for language
teaching, while probably not a primary concern for first
year language textbook writers (though Willis and Agard,
1941, take 1t 1nto account in their discussion of Spanish
tenses), are ngvertheless there. One can no more string'
sentences together at random in another language than he
can in his own. Certainly in intermediate and advanced
level language courses, and ,in the study of literature, the
results of discourse study should come to bg a part of the
picture (Gleason 1968). ,

, Young, Becker, and Pike (1970) have already aftempted
to put the results of their research on discourse into the
teaching of compoéition::-ln the area of Bible translation,
which in some ways isfvery close to composition, Hollenbach
(1969), Beekman.‘l970),‘Frantz (1970), and Kathleep Callow
{1970) have made sugggstions based on discourse oriented

models.
/ o«
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One can only speculate about the effect llnguistlc' )
studies of discourse might have in the field of criticism,
granted the traditional lack of interaction between them.

I think that as linguists we can at least double check the °
critic in matters of structure. It also seems possible from
within linguistics to pin down certain aspects of the
coherence of a text, and even to show why some passages are
incoherent. This 1s not the same as being.able to say whether
a particular passage is clear or not, though agajn linguistics
may be able to raise a karﬁing.flag and tell the craitic f(or
tke writer when he 1s criticizing his own draft) that there
are obstacles to clarity in the road ahead. Some dspects,

of style seem to be approachable from within a linguistic

view of discourse (Grimes and Glock 1970). By no means can
everything stylistic Be broken to our bridle, but neither

are all the horses wild.

Illustrations have dlready been given of inputs
from the field of exegesis to linguistics. This looks 1like
a two-way street. The rules of evidence 1in exegesis émbody
what can equally well be thought of as linguistic relation-
ships, while the treatment of those relatlonshlﬁs;as part
of a linguistic system should in turn help remove same-of

the fuzziness from exegesis. S

t [
. . '

One area of exegesis in which I am not aware that
there has been interaction with linguistics, but where
there could be, is_in the’interpretation of law. Reading
the law is essentially an exegetical process, deciding what
1t says and what it excludes. Writing laws involves using
language that seems designed to keep thingi\frdm being said
too clearly, but using it in such’a way that the necessary
lines of demarcation are unambiguousl} drawn. How parallel
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legal exegesis is to, say, Biblical exegesis or historical

exegesis (Boeckh 1886, English translation 1968) bears

looking into. /

Now that informatioq retrieval is taking on greater
importance because of the proliferation of circulated
-information, linguistics may have something to'contrlbutgl

to 1t through discourse studles.2 In the first place,

ZInformatlon scﬁehtists, 1t should be said, are not
standlné,by waiting for linguists to show them how to do
their job. Gerard Salton, for example (1568.1%€-193),
found that by using syntactic analysis he got retrieval
results that were essentlakly no better than tne ones he
got by bypassing all considerations of 11ngu1st1c structure
completely. I would like to see research done on this
Salton Effect. 1n the expectat®on that we would leara something
about linguistits through 1t. -

studies of discourse seem to show that the essential infor-
mation 1n some discourses is localized, which implies that
for retrieval 1t might be possible to specify parts cf the
discourse that do not havg to'be taken 1intQ account. There
1s definitely a pattern of organization of information 1n
any discourse that can be recognized.and should therefore
be explored for 1ts usefulmess 1in retrieval; for example,
Halliday's notion (1967b) of the distribution of given and
new .1nformation. '

!

It has always been ﬁoped that grammar would contain
clues to semantic structure. 1In a way it does, but those’
clues are still no easier to read than are phonological
clues to grammatical structure. Taken together with othi?

¢ 1 4
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| |

l* |

discourse signals however, 1t;m1ght prove possible |to

disambiguate the requfs of mapgpings from semantics | jto
grammatical strycture sufficiéntly well that a certiln
amount of semantic parsing might be derivable from a gram-

‘

'natlcal analysis,

There are also cl@es tp semantic structure that do

“not fit into the notion of grapmatical structure directly '

but which are still recognizable. hord collocations are ore

such clue; patterns of pronominal reference may also fait
here.’ ' ’ P

L1ngu15t1C> should be able ,to come up wity thecry
of ab:tractlng This theory should accourt for vanvin
degrees of compactness in abstracts. For any degrée of
compactness 1t should give a basis for saving wﬁether or
‘not an abstract is complete 1n that 1t 1ncludes everytAin
tnat should be 1n an abst;act of ‘hat defree of corpactne
and whether 1t is concise, in that 1t 1includes notning trat
15 superfluous. It should also be able to distinguish a °
non-abstrac® that sounds like an abstract from a real one.

g
S
3 .

Connected with abstracting 1s the problem of

x
1. t . . . s
Tetrieval indexing. This is a matter of providing a repre-

. . 3
sentation of the meaning of a discourse that 1s easy to find

and work through, and that somehow interlocks with the text
1tself 1n such a way as to facilitate retrieval, Speciftca-
tion of key terms .1s one approach that 1s commonly used; .it
1nvolves not only the identification of those terms 1n a B

text that are truly its key words, but alsa-.tHe formation of."

thesduri to 1deﬁi1{y serantic neighborhoods of terms.

’

<
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CHAPTER TwO
DISCOURSE SO FAR
L
Thls chapter 1s a Guick rexle» of 1deas 1n
11n5u1=t1c= and related fields tnat have fed 1nto the
forration of the ylehs I present later 1in the book. I
nave not gone Yo any lengths to trace/zhese topics out,

cecause that is material for several,/so0ks in itself,

-

s

RHETCRIC

In_mestern culture the tracdition 1s a long one that
1nsists that there 1s a righ;?ﬁ%& and a wrong way to put
arguments and other kinds offdiscourses together, and that
the right way can be taughi. This attitude rhas givern the
field of rrnetorig a prescriptive tone for two and a half
m1llenia: say\tkls; don't put these things tdgethner; forn
the rhythmic pattefn thus. Rhetorical works tend ‘to be
schoolbook'tre%;;ses} not déscrlptive statements associated
wlth science and research. Yet this 1s the area where
discourse ﬁhenonena have tradltlonallx peen brought up and
discussed, ¢to the extent that a very good start cn the :tudy
of discourse patterns in any of the major European languages

could probablv be made 51mpl) by bringing together systema-

tically all the tgrng§ that rhetoricians have saic that

speakers of that lgnguage either should or should not do.1

.

1Lingu1sts’.. today would point out that the gap
between whgt rhetoricians and grammarians in the prescrip-
tive tradition say should besdone and what accomplished
speaker$ and writers do is always noticeable. My point,
. 15
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however, 1s that the rhetoricians raise questions that need
to be discussed 1in ‘the analysis of discourse patterns, not
that they dispose of those questions in a uniformly
satisfactory way. '

o

—

Linguistics can, I think, go beyond the insights of

rhetoric in its traditional form by providing a language
lndebendent framework within which the rhetorical patterns
of each language fit as special cases. Insofar as
linguistics explains language as well as describing it, 1t
also nas something to say about what varicus rhetoricai .
phenomena contribute to the process of communication, about

the reason why they are there.

Classical rhetoric 1s_epitomized by the work of
Aristotle whose Rhetoric contains acute observations about
the structure of discourses that are aimed at changing
other people's bgh5V1or, and iatq} by that of Quintilian »
and Cicero. The ancient sophists, some of whom were
Aristotle's contemporaries, have usually been cast on the
side opposite that of the angels because Socrates caught
tpem out on the philosophical worth of their arguments.
while we side with Socrates on the larger question, 1t 1s
pﬁrhaps good to remember that men like Prodicus of Ceos and
Jorgias of jeotlni did at least pay attention to the forms

es of discourse construction. In the so-called
Second Sophistic Period of the second to fourth centuries
A. D. Aristotle's structural categories of speech were set
aside (Chase 1961). ' /

The medieval txivium combined rhetoric with, -
philosephy and grammar as the standard course of

instruction, Here the object was not to teach effective
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communication in the pupil's native ﬁbngue, but rather

in Latin as the intermgtional vehicle. The models were
found i1n thé writings of medieval writers rather than in
the literary but non-Christian Latin of the classical
period, so that nogions of innovation and exploitation of
the full resources of the” language were marginal.

Rhetoric now has split into composition, or the
construction of written discourses, and speech, or the
construction and delivery of oral discourses. In both
there 1s the attempt to force certain aspects of discourse
structure to the pupil's attention, to make him accustomed
to working with time-tested models ratrner than stringing
what he has to say together in a jumble. Rhetoric at its
best tries to teach the pupil to exploit the p0551bllii1es
the language gives him. Nowadays this 1s carried out more
fully in creative writing and advanced composition than 1t
1s 1n speech. Academic fnrk 1s focused on writing, while
creative speaking 1s heard of more often 1n Dale Carnégie

courses and Toastmaster's Clubs.

The do's and dont's of the prescriptive tradition
e still the watchword of rHetoric; but it is becoming

more accepted that the models to be followed are not the
deductively fabricated dicta of the rhetoricians, based on
logic or principles of usage, but rather the \accepted
writers themselves, regardless of the reasons the rhetori-
cians or the authors themselves might give for why a
particular thing is said in a particular way.

' My impression is that most of the points taught in
modern rhetoric of writing or speaking are still taught
mainly by osmogis.. It 1s possible that by developing a
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general scheme that accounts for d;fferehf,ﬁatterns of ex-
pression we might eventually be able'to present a’ rhetoric
based on what is known about the hature Qf 1anguage’

Young, Becker, and Pike {(1970) have attempted this, and the
outlook is promising. Vast numbers of students are exposed
to yriting courses in high school and university; yet an
extremely small proportion of those -who go into business

.and the scholarly fields can write an 1nte111g1ble

el

4
It"would therefore be no waste of effort to explore

paragraph.

"further what a linguistic understanding of discourse could
do as a basis for a new pfescriptive approach. At the same
time, I find insights that contribute to discourse
linguistics coming from people who are primarily skiilfgl
practitioners of the art of teaching writing, yet whose
knowledge of linguistics itself precludés their making the
kind of systematizations a linguist would make. They are
d01ng something right, and linguists need to find out why
it works.

2. CRITICISM
. -~

*.41 Literary criticism has never beeh noticeably close
to linguistics, yet the h}itic and the linguist who works
on discourse react to some Qf the same patterns in language.
For example, the notion.of literary structure seems to be
handled in simiYar, ways by critic and lldgu1st The critic¢
asks what the structure of a 11terary work contributes to
the total effect, more or less taking it for granted that
-he knows what the structure is. The linguist, on the other
hand, is - 1nterested in the range of structures that are
avaxlable the signals that 1dent1fy them, a 7d the scope of

// |
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: }

what a given structure can be ﬁsed’!&,expre§s. He 1s also

-

interested in the structure of discourses that the critic
might not even-look at: a conversation at a party; for
grample, or a descriﬁtion in the Sears, Roebuck catalogue.

With the publication of Propp's Morphclogy of the

‘Folktale in English in lQSg"another,aspect of structure

came into view. Propp, followed by Alan Dundes (1963, 1964);
analyzed the plots of foll tales in a way thét George Lakoff,
in a paper fead-at the Summer Meeting of the Linguistic
Society of America, pointed out-could be generatkd by a

very simple grammar. There have been questions &alsed ab¢ut
.whether this structure, which seems to characterize not o
only the Russian fairy tales Propp worked with but also

such disparate things as Westerns and scientific papers, is
linguistic at all, or merely represents a kind of psycho-
logical template imposed on pearly anything to make it sound
interesting (Grimes and Glot¢k 1970). June Austing, however,
ﬁgnds that for Omie (ms) some uses of the transitional N
particle iae are accounted for best on the dassumption that
the speaker is aware of a tran51t10n from one segment of a
plot structure to the next.

Some other points that seem to be relevapt in
criticism have their counterparts in discourse theory:
characterization, viewpoint, presuppositions, diction, and
lexical organization, to name some thét seem most -easily
accessible. Characterization involves providing information
_aBout a character, either by talking about him descrip-
t vely or by reporting selected actions he performs. This
information must be given in such ‘a wéy that when the

haracter comes to do.something that has partiqular signi-.
ficance in the plot, it will be Ehen be plausibie for him

/




The thread of discourse 20 e
\ &

Grimes

to do it because it is-consistent with what else is known ' )
. about him. ‘Lrngulstlcally this is a constralnt on the - .
' presentation of 1dentf§1cat16nal 1nformat10n and background
+in relatlg% to agllon information., Characterization also
, CT Ny has the: sense of establishing empathy between the hearer. or
i ‘ 'pz‘ reader dnd a character, and in that sense depends heav1ly/
b . on the richness, and accurgcy of -the speaker's ass Sment’ of
- who the hearer is and what his background 1s. . echnlcaaly .
it is possible for vthe” speaker’s perception of the heafer

) ' to be embodied in the notion of .the performatlve, dlscussed
¢ . »
» ~1n.Chapter 3. ! .

“' * The spatial and sdc'iai ‘viewpoint from which an-
: ’ actlon is told is well known as a trouble spot in criticism
/- 'The author fails to show us the world through Marcy! %
) . ' eyes' 'it is’'hard to tell whose side he is really on'
: - 'the ) yoff sgéms to hinge on the ,hero's knowing about .
r11ngton s .tendency toward alcohollsm but there is npo an .
N conceivable way presented~by the author by wh1ch he could . !
\‘ have found this. out' ) blscourse studles have already . )
- . uncover&ﬁ’patﬁerns of spatial v1ewp01nt (H. Lawrence, ms.)
' that permif considerable complex1ty, yet a complexity that : “

- is totally d1fferent ftom that of, say, the hagg%fng of
2 .
) v1eWp01nt in Conrad's Lord. Jim. . ——
AN ),,[ ' L ' . Y
h \\ . 7, 2' -5 T - .
. The term 'viewpoint' has two uses: (1) How the
_‘ . al{/or or speaker looks\dt life, in the sen? of his
° phllosophy, and (2) How the author or speaker looks at 2
" - o . ZﬁfthUlar scene, in. the sense ‘that he views it elther as*\
whole--the so- called omnicient v1ewp01nt-~or"1n t¢rms of
: the way one of the part1c1pants sees 1t or in terms of the
way a nonpartitipating pbserver éees it. In-the studyﬁof
*. disgeurse the second use comes up constantly. The fir}t'use

' /

-
-
% .
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/ \
may be in an area in which a linguist cannot operate as a
’ /

linguist,; but where the critic comes into his own.

/‘ : e
The, problem of presupposytlons comes up both in
literary studles and in discourse theory, ‘Writing down'
and .'writing up' are cases in which the writer misjudges
the reader in makirg his asspmpZions about what the reader
already knows. 1In the .first instance he tells the reader
ings that he already takes for granted; in. the second he
the reader behind by 5k'ppih§ essential points. The
prgsuppositions not o#ly involves what the speaker
expects tile hearer to know in general, but also the
'development of presuppositionél complexes within a text,
where the way the Speaker eXpr sses h1mself reflect$ what
he’ thinks the hearer has gotten clear from what he already
- ®aid (Weizenbaum 1967). . o : .
' »
‘» Diction, the choice of the right word in the right
“ﬁlaee, partially reflects whatever’presuppositions the
speaker imputes. to the hearer at the moment. Part of it oo
appears.as.a gradient going from specific expressien to ‘1 "'
more general expression for tpe same reference throughout a
segment of text. The temdency away- from specific expression
is balanceéd off by a tendenCy!to overload the hearer S
~memory when general terms for;several d1fferent th1ngs
become easy to°confuse, and aﬁso by the need in somp k1nds‘
~of texts to maintain a certain level of novelty and sp1ce
Another factor tends to be mdre pervasive:- the'effect of
the situation of eaking on the'appropriateness of
alternate.fo s Pfigxpressio ‘ ‘
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The "whole préblem of how a speaker's internal lexicon
is organized and how that organization agrees with that of
the hearer 1s of interest to the student of discourse. It
is also of interest to the critic, most notably when a
discrepancy in that organization introduces d bar between
-the writer and the reader. v Some writers are said to have a
private vocabulary, others to be highly expérimenfal in’
their use of words, others to-use symbolism that we cannot
peneirate; it all seems to g¢ome back to the’ comparability
of different people's lexical systems. In another direction,
psychologists have used crude measures of lexical struc-
turing like word asspciation and?lhe semantic differential
to get at abnormal mentai states in a way that does not
seem too d1fferent from, a ctitic's feeling that, say,
'Zabquskl S 1ncessant n%ﬁprence to milk bottles in his
metaphors for nearly anythlng unpleasant make us wonder if
he is reporting the way an average Eastern.Europégn sees

things or if he is projecting his unhappy years on a dairy

farm on the rest of the world'.

.Source criticism and its,derivatives have.bgen
practiced, in my opinion,' with relatively little reference
to finding out what points of structure actually are

,1nvar1ant in a partlcular\Person s pattern of usage, yet
serve .to discriminate his works from those of others. The
points from whieh proof is derived tend to be things that
are  easy to count, Without any normalization to take care

of observable effects of style; genre, or subject matter.

Having done thls kind of thing myself w1th1n extremely -~

broad statistical limits Grimes 1963) I feel 1t 1is
legitimate to engage in tils sort of counting in o{g:; to
get a rough approxiqation to the notion of‘similarity; but

I would insist that no théory of source criticism that is
realistic from the point of view of.discéurse haé\yét‘been
propounded.f The idea of parametric predicates (Grimes and

Glock 1970) may have implications for source critig¢ism. ,
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- Ideally the factons on which a critic bases his
judgment ought to be bu1lt intoa writer before he starts
writing. To the extent that they can be épecified linguis-
tically, I see no reason why they cannot be éaught. There
is a sense in which parts of this book depend on observations
made not only in teachiﬁg writing to freshmen, but also in
specialized teaching on the short étory, the novel, and
expositbry’and argumentative prose. Here, thever, the
emphasis is on putting things that teachers of composition
know into a sy;iematic framework; any of their expertise
that I cannot fit in readily has been left to one side for

‘

the present. Perhaps it can be incorporated in the next

model. * *

3. EXEGESIS

~

* In this géciion 1 discuss'primarily those aspects
of discourse that have come to light in the ‘area of
'Biblicdl studies, with which I am considerably more familiar
than with leghi or histérical exegesis. The /standard
exegetical questlon concerns the way £actor§ external to a
text influence. the content and diction of the text. The
idea seems to be, put simply, that once those factors are
written off, -the remainder «epresénts the sense of the text
in a more abstract, general, and therefore more applicablé
form. The factors themselves relate to the communicative
situation, the 1exica1 and rhetorical resources of the
Ianguaie itself,, and the reasons why the pariicular text 1is
put together tQF way it is. ¢

-
' The area of exege51s_generally labeled 'introduc-
tion' Qomes close -to being .a Spec1f1cat10n of the ‘performative
'elemEnts of a text. Here it is customary to dlSCUSS author-

Shlp, the audience to whom. the text was directed, and the =

7 - P
]
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historical setting, “both in terms of the culture of the
period (for example; Edersheim 1883 or Conybeare and Howson
1860) and the specific local situations that called forth

"~ the text.

a

»

Studies of authorship involve not only who might
have written a work, but also, assuming'it was a particular
person, what his .personal experiences up to that point
were and where he must have been. Statements like 'it ié
less plausible to assume that the author of Hebrews had *
been involved in the actual temple ritual in Jerusalem than
it is to assume that his familiarity with those rites was
from a distance and so was couched in the terms of the
Pentateuch' illustrate the kind of working back from the
text itself to deductions about the person who formed the
text that is characteristic of exegetical method. Similarly
structured arguments concerning the audience rathér than the
author appear in commentaries on the Epistle to the Galatians
(Lightfoot 1892, Burton 1920), where it is uncertain just who
the Galatians were to whom the epistle was directed, and
knowing who ihey were seems to inflqénce how some statements
ip the epistle are to be taken. In terms of discourse
théory, these studies are parallel to my deduction that a
certain Saramaccan text had to have been uttered in Para-
maribo, based on an analysis of the pattern &F distribution

of 'come' and 'go' verbs (Grimes and Glock 1970).

In Biblical' lexicography the problem of semantic
structure in general hés been raised in ways that have
linguistic implications- even though they are not usually
phrased in linguistic terms. Studies 6f the use of a
particular word in different contexts by a particular

individual, or by a group of individuals, are parallel to
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the tracing o>§lexical idiosyncrasies referred to in the

section on criticism, Barr, in his Semantics of Biblical
language (1961, see my Teview 1663) makes a distinction
between text- and usage-based lexicography and etymologically-
based lexicography that has implications for any semantic
study. The influence of grammatical position and form,

and to a certain extent the influence of position 1in a text,
on the meaning of a lexical item, are traced carefully in,

for example, the Arndt and Gingrich (1965) entry for

cistéuc.

Danied# P.. Fullet's characterization of the recursive
relations that link both clauses and the textual units.
formed by linking clauses (1953, note also Ballard et al.
1971 and Grimes ms) has been a major stimulus to this study.
It has shown that the grammatical trees that characterize
sentences can be extended upward to groups of sentences,
without essential discontinuity, as is exemplified in John
Austing's paper on Omie (ms). Although I feer*that grammars
based purely on constituency relations, even beginhing with-
semantics, have certain inherent limitations, Fuller's work
shows that if one 1s willing to set aside those limitations,

a tree representation of text structure can be enlightehing.

" Ethel Wallis's study of the structu®e of the four
gospels (1971) illustrates the kind of contributiof to
exegetical studies that can be made by a person who thinks
linguistically. Although her analysis does not fit any of
the models of discourse that we have yet), and so cannot
quite be put forth as an example of'high level linguistics,
it appea;s‘nevertheless to be linguistically motivated on
the one hand and exegetically useful on the other.

P
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4. LINGUISTICS

‘ , »
So far the greatest attention to discourse within

the field of modern American linguistics has been paid by

scholars of the so-called tagmemic school, which developed
in the middle 1950's under the stimulus «of Kennekh‘L. Pike
(1954). Elson and Pickett's textbook (1962) and the work ¢f
Robert E. Longacre (1964) furthered the work of the school,
which is symmarized in an article by Pike (1966).

In my opinion Pike's most fundamental contributi®n -
to discourse studies was his insistence that-certain chunks
of humanggehavior exist and can be documented. They are
recogni?!tle to those who participate in them, and often to

bystanders who understand the cultural systems involved,

“as having a definite beginning and end. Behavior that is
characterized thus by closure is Pike's starting point for
the analysis of both verbal and nonverbal behavior. The
behavioreme, as he calls suth a segmentable chunk of
behavior, has an internal structure, so’ that successive
segmentations of the behavioreme lead to the units of a
grammar, again either verbal or nonverbal (as egempl?fled
by Bock's analysis of cultural conceptions of space and time,
1962). ' , ‘ ’

Since 'discours&' is a primitive term in the notional
system I build up in this book, it is not possible to giQB
a strict definition of it. Nevertheless,‘Pike's notion of
discourse as a verbal behavioreme is a better starting point
than any other I know of for communicating what a discourse -
is. Like a;y other bekKavioreme, it is recognized by the
culture as an entity with a beginning and an ending, and has

an internal structure. Even when it is not immediately

-
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obvious to an analyst what the beginning and ending signals
are or how the internal structure fits together, it is
,p0551b1e to find particular discourses for which corrobora-
t1on of, discretenegs can be gotten from speakers, nd use -~
that evidence to bpidd general models of d urse in sucn

a way that appgren dubious cases are¢ seen to be special

1mstances of some model, just as linguists do for everytning
else in language. "

From the very beginning Pike pointed out the 1impli-

-

cations of the beha{lgreme concept for studies of discourse.
James Loriot seems to have been the first ¢b attempt to
work this out on a large scale in-a 1558 manuscript whicn
unfortunately was nof‘published untlljmucn later (Loriot

and Hollenbach 1970). Pike's tieas were worked out in the
area of rhetoric by Alton® Becker (1965, Young, Becker, and
Pike 1970), and in application to various languages by Loos
1563} and in doctoral dlssertatlons by Bridgemanr (1366),
wise (1968), and Powlison (L969). Pike gave a programnatlc
stasement of his view of the way discourse grammars might be >
written in a 1964 article. »

Although a formal theory of reference has been no
more prominent in tagmemics than in any other American brand
of linguistics, Pike and Ivan Lowe did work out systematic
relationships between pronouns and their referents for the
case of embedded quotations, with an elegant and exhaustive
solution that is quite atypical of attempts to apply
mathematical models to language (Pike\Zﬁaﬁlowe 1969, Lowe
1969). Lowe then worked with Mary Ruth Wise on applying a
similar model to sequentlal pronominal reference in a text,

with results that will be given in Chapter 9 (Wise and
Lowe (1972),
I i
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Although mést of the early work of the Pike school
was directed toward the analysis‘énd cataloguing of output
forms of language (Postal 1964) without much greater &ttention

. to the semantics that lay behind those forms than that which
could be convenientl® embodied in the 1ldbels of tagremes,
Pike did foreshadow the development of dase grammar,.so
important in current work on discourse. An article by
Janette Forster (1964), written under Pike's guidance, shows
the emergence of a notion of 'situational role', the part
someone plays 1n an action reg;rdless of how a1t is reported,
as opposed to 'grammatical role', the place that participant
f£11ls in the most immealately apparent gramnatical structure.
Donna Hettick's study of verb stem classes 1n northern Kan-
kanay (ms) carries this idea a good deal farther, putting
emphasis on how the tightly.constralned grammatical structure
sérves to express a highly flexible system of.semantic
distinctions. -

Robert E. Longacre has contributed heavily to the
literature on discourse. In keeping with the tagmemic

“tradition of surface grammars based on partitionings of
Classes of strings, his earlier work was devoted largely
classifying the discourse patterns he found; but more
recently he has also moved in the durection of including
semantics. His major volume to date is based on studies of
languages of the Philipp&nes (1968), and a similar volume
is in. preparation on languages of New Guinea. His semantic
emphasis appears in Ballard, Conrad, and Longacre (1971).
The Philippines volume is also significant because in it he
begins the development of a €ypology of digiourse features.

The stratificational school of linguistics, ogigi-
nated by Sydney Lamb (1966), is free from inherent
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limitation$ to the sentence. I have drawn heavily on the
work of H. A. Gleason, Jr. (1968) and his students (Taber
1966, Cromack 1968, Stennes 1969) in regard to the notion of
different kinds of information that appear at various places
1n discourse and ﬁbw they are rpla%ed to the forms that
appear 1n text. Furthermote, Gleason has mad¢ a major
contribution 1n suggesting how the text of discourse might

be repres;nted as an aid both to discovering and to dlsplaylng
interesting linguistic relationships. While discovery of
relationships is not particularly germane tc the presentation
cf tnose relationships in a grammar that 1s fully worked

out, as Cﬂomsky hés‘madb clear (1957), at tre stage where we
do not yet know eiﬁctly what 1t 1s we expect to find, any-
thing that helps us see patterns as a whole 1s an advance;
and the work of Gleason and his associates seems to me to te
just suchia contribution.

In Europe, where scholars do not appear to have felt

so strongly as in America that the sentence is the last
frontier éf linguistics, linguists associated with the
Linguistié Circle of Prague investigéted.hhat I am calling
informatién structpré and thematizationr in a productive

way. Chafe (1970} gives a'resume of their work, but I sense
that it 1is colored by his judgment that thematization and
information structure are both concerned simply with the
introduction of new information. A much more valuable summary
of studies made on.the Continent is embodied in Halliday's
three articles on transitivity and theme (1967a, 1967b,
1968) » on which I have drawn heavily in Chapters 19 and 21,
I havé found Halliday's work extremely productive ;ﬂ’lhe
field, though L observe that most readers find it hard to
follow. Since I think what Halliday says ought to be more
widely availabple, ] attempt tp restate it in a form that is
easier to cbmprehepd»in Chapters 1g and ;1.
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Generative transformational grammar of the Chomsky

school has been reluctant to peer out over the boundaries

of the sentence. MNevertheless, especially 1 the area of
reference, it has operated under the assumption thét some
informatlon'has to be available from outside the actual
productions of the grammar. This assumption, as I hope to
show, is not necessarily incompatible with any theory of the
geﬁeratlye transformational variety; but it does imply a
form of theory that- looks rather different from today's
standard brands.

The theory of reference that a generative transfor-
mational theory has to cope with makes 1ts lack felt 1in the
matter of pronominalization. In the Chomsky tradition
{(which by no means represents the total family of theories
that are both generative and transformational) there have
been two approaches to pronominalization: deletion and
1nsertion.‘

Pronominalizatigp,by deletion holds'that whenever .
two noun'phrases that atfe not distinct in reference stand
in a particular relation to one another, one of the noun
phrases is deleted. The extreme form of deletion would be

‘one in which not only must the noun phrases not be distinct
in reference; they must also be identical in form. George
Lakoff (ms) has also followed the line that pronominaliza-
tion arises transformationally by deletion.

Emmon Bach (1968) proposed a different theory of.
pronominalization, followed with modifications by McCawléx
(1970) and Langengeen (1970). He pointed out the complicated
naturg of underlying representations that requirgd identity
of noun’phrases in deletion; for example, in Iﬁgﬁggll i

f‘d |

.
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teenager who came in here for a couple of hours Zesterday

while it was raining must have forgotten his guitar, identity
implies that the word his derives from the tall teenager who

came in here for a couple of hours yesterday while it was
raining's. It would be less cumbersome, he points out, if
we could say that the sentence represents on the one hand

@ proposition like X must have forgotten y coupled with X 18
the tall teenager who came in here for a couple of hours

yesterday while it was raining (without going into the

complexities of the internal structure of that 1dent1f1ca-
tion), Y is a particular guitar, and Y belong to X, together
with a principle that inserts the noun phrase 1dent1fy1ng

when x is first mentioned and supplies\the corresponding
‘pronoun elsewhere,

3This is an oversimplification of English pronominal-
lzation}. Limitations on this basic pattern are discussed
extensjvely in the literature.

Not only does pronominalization by insertion give a
clear Account of pronominalization phenomena,4 it also fits

aPronominalization by insertion seems to be capable
ting for Bach-Peters sentences without becoming
infinite regress: in the man who discovered it

ealjzed the value of the process he stumbled 92; the

refereﬂt‘gf it is the process he stumbled on, involving he

in its definition, while the referent of he is the man who

discovered it, involving it in its definition,

e

n{gtly with the idea proposed here that different kinds of
information in discourse are characterlstlcally encoded in
different ways and at different points in the discourse
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(Chapter 3). This makes it possible to think of the
information.in a d@scourse as partitioned-into identifica-
tions, actions, evéluations, and the 16%?: Iinked together
grammatically by throughly regular pat&grns(

\' .

I have cautiously bypassed some things that have
been said about discourse because I do not se€ that they
lead anywhere. The one I have most obviously skipped is
Zellig Harris's discqurse analysis (1952a, b, 1963). ~
Harris has found thaf;within a text it is possible to form
equivalence classes of substrings of sentences. A substring
a occurs along with a substring b in one sentence and with
¢ in another, say; b also occurs with d in some other sen-
tence and ¢ with e in still another, giving sentences of
the form ab, ac, db, ec somewhere in the text. b and ¢
then constitute one equivalence class, and a, d, and e
constitute another. It is possible to analyze an entire
text into equivalence classes, especially if the sentences:

‘are normalized in form.

What I think we have is an effect for which we
cannot yet account: call it the Harris effect. It may be
similar to the Edison effect in electronics. Thomas Edison
mentioned in 1875 that if a metal plate were placed on the
outside of one of his newly invented electric lights, a ‘
current could be made to flow between it and the filament
when the filament was lit. gmade a note of the "etheric
effect' (and in 1883, pateﬁ it under the name of the

Edison effect), then went on to other things. Thirty years

later, in 1905, Lee DeForest capitalized on the Edison
~effect and gave us the vacuum tube. I suspect that we may
“be in the same position és‘%diSOn was regarding t:¥ Harris
effect. It is worth noting, but for the time bein} we do

not know what to do with it.
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It is also of interest that the’ normalizing pf
sentences to make it possible to get an analysis of text
into fewer equ1valence classes seems to have been directly
related to the development of the idea nf transformat ons
(Harris 1957). Harris's term 'discours®t analysis', th ugh
defined've#y_tightly, is too useful to allow it to remgin

attached exclusively to equivalence &hain.analysis. I

prefer to speak of different kinds of discourse analysils,

‘-

one'of which is Harris's.

-
-

Another effect to be noted and shelved for the 'fiime
being 1s the Salton effect. In his work on information
retrieval noted ear11er Gerard Salton attempted to evaluate
the quality of .retrieval he was able to get. He found that
if he’analyzed texts syntactically before processing them
against retrieval requests, the quality of retrieval was not
significantly greater than what he got by taking into accougt
only the fre%uencylbf occurrence of particular lexical items
in the text as a whole, independently of their syntactic
positipq. To the extent of establishing what a text is
talking about, then, the Salton effectnpoints to semantics
without syntax. This kind of information retrieval does not
tell what the text says about the things it is talking
about, however; to sey.that a text has to do with disarmament
does not tell whether the author is for it or against it.

Another line af thinking I have not followed up
because'I think it is‘a‘thebretical blind alley issKatz and
Fodor's treatment of a text as a- supersentence formed by
conjoining all the sentengces of the text. Thu',\manlpllatlon

I

did allow them to apply their projection rules d develop

their notions of §emant1c structure, .and from thjt point it

is justified. But it appears more than anyt ﬁg/else to be

. - [} ¢ - o

-,




The thread of discburse 34

/

Grimes
, an d?tlfact dfﬁ@ke 11m1tat10ns of the theory under which
‘they were worklng, a ghost if you like of the assumption

that the task of 11ngu1st1cs-1s to explicate the senteﬁces

k]

of a language. \\

o~

5.

EMPIRICAL STUDIES
; Q‘, ) [ .

A number. of studies of discourse pherfoména have been *

made already for-a variety’of languages. These have segued

o ' ‘as a testing gronnd for theories hbout dlscourse, and have
;\“~ . consistently resulted in an enrichment of our understandlng
» of discourse phenomena There..is no 1anguage§for which , the

. . dlscourse structure has been described thoroughly, yet the

composlte picture from'a number of lgnguages certainly ‘

. p01nts toward an increasingly cons1stent conceptual frame- =« '
:w ’
__— work for discourse’studies. If we applled what we know now
" to a sipgle language, we could cover its d1scourse phenqpena v

fairly thoroughly, though there would be points where we

probably could not yet reiete one part of the pIcture to
the other parts coherently

N . 4

' X L J
'3 ' »

e ) . Studies by Pike and his students have touched on »
o “English (Becker 1965) and Nomats1guenga of Peru (Wise 1968 8) 5 .
, \"and influenced stuq;es in Kaiwa, a Guaran1 language of . \\\\;
Brazil (Bridgeman 1966), Capanahua of Peru (Loos 1963),
e ) Shipibo of P (Lorlot and Hollenbaclh 1970), amdng others
' O Lengacre;s york on:dlscogrsb in the Phlllpplnes involvegd * .
. ..

‘ ,A_t; Manebo, Dibabawon Manobo, Ilianen Man’obo,’rangani . }‘
o , Brlaan,'Tagabili, Atta Negrito, Botolan Sambal} Bomrtoc,
 Mansaka, Itneg, and Mafranao. He also worked with'wReld ] |
Bishop, and Button on Totonaco'of Mexico (1968), And on a \\ '

R number of languages in New Guinea,- the repert on Mhlch is
forthcomlng ) ' L

.
. . z
rd ! N
-

L4

¥
e e ————
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’ ‘.
X Gleason S group has studied Sango of the Central
African Republ1c (Taber 1966), Cashinawa of Peru {Cromack
1968), and Fulani of N1ger1a (Stennes 1969). Gleason himself

has worked .on Kite of New Gugnea.

A
-~

Y

+

L[4

In the series of worksHops that formed the background
for the writing of this book I was able, h the assistance

of a grant from the National Science Foungion, to guide
discourse studies in Bacairi, Bordro, Xavdnte, Nambiquara,
Kayapd®, and Paressi of Brazil, Halia, Omie, Wantoat,
‘Angaataha, Oksapmin, Sanio-Hiowe, Anggor, and Chuave of New
Gﬂlnea, and Sarangani Manobo, Ilianen Manobo, Kalinga, .
Keley 1 Kallahan, Ivatan, and Mamanwa of the Philippines.
~Prior to that series of workshops I had had a hand in discourse
stud1es in, Munduruku of Braz1l Ayore of Bolivia, Jibu of

Nigeria, and Otomi of Mex1co, plus doing some work of my

4
own oﬂ‘Huichol/;ﬁzﬁexico. . b

The point of all these field stud1es, of course;,
is not simply to collect data for data's sake. Instead,
the attempt to work out each kind of disc¢ourse pattern as it
_comes dp puts pgessure on the theory of language thathas
gu1ded the ana ys1s bending it one way or. another. For my
own part, the studies have been carried out in an atmosphere
of interest and exc1tement with the feeling that although '
in general-we think we kpow how and why language is put
tOgether the way it 1s, there are areas that can be developed
best under the stimulus of unforeseen phenomena. - "

[y

3

Another resmlt of the field studies is the beg1nn1ngs
of a ‘typology of d1scourse. Longacre (1968) has extracted
the parameters of sequence and accomplishment, for example,

as the basis for his two-by-two division of discougfé types.S
SR _ . ,

]

TR
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s f',_
Ar1stotle (Rhetorlc 1:3) dlstlngaglhes deliberatlve,
forensic, ‘and ep1de1ct1c or ceremonlal rhetoric as respec-
tively: future (g1v1ng adv1se), ‘past (accusation and defense),

and present ‘(praise and blagp).

5

Thurman (ms) has sur¢e9ed broad classes of cohesive phenoﬁena
- and categorized them under the headings of linking and
chéining I have looked at patterns of presentation of
1nf0rmat1o‘ in texts and have come up with the typological
notion of the outline as over against the ovérlay pattern
(Grimes ms). These regularities across languages and
languége families help Us to narrow down the field of what
to eXpéct, and provide some control for other kinds of cross
—Jlanguage studdes. ) .

/ \
’ '

6.. THE APPROACH OF THIS—BOOK

< '

Since I have dellberately taken discourse as undefined,
characterized only ir=ferms of Piké's notion of a verbal

behav;oreme,6 there is very little in human speech behavior

‘

sﬁyen though Pike's behavioreme is the starting
point, the reader should be cautioned that my treatmentof;S
it is anything but that of the tagmemic school. For tagmé ic
studies of discourse and my reasons for wanting a more
revealing theory of discourse, sge-€fapter 4,

that does not somehow fall within the scope of this'book.

To me this is an advantagg;at “his stage of our understand-
ing: look at anything that might cdnceivably fit, and if
there is a place for it, then make sure the conceptual
system stays in a form that will continue to provide a place.

T
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»

I suspect that this approach'is a pendulung‘jwing in the
other direction from stérting out with an ;}bitrary limita-
t10n like Chomsky's and seeing how far it will go, so that
the next person to try h15 hand at-a theory of dlscourse
may well go back to a more restricted starting p01nt

The generalizations I try to make in the book all
are related in form to the family of theories currently
known as generative semantics. That is, I assume that we
can say the most abbut language by separating out two
different things: ' the decisions a speaker can make regarding
what-and what not to say, and the mechanisms and pgtterns
that are available to him for implementing the results of
those decisions in a way that communicates with another
.person. The decisions that the speaker makes, including the
reiat16ns.amth them, are referred to as the underlying
formational structure (since it is verifiable only indirectly
from the forms he utters and the behavior that is associated
with the uttering) or the semantic structure. The relation
between the underlying structure and the speech forms that
are uttered is called the transformation, or bettér yet the
T}ansformﬂtion with a capitél T, which is usually talked

about bf decomposing it into a_n$mber of less complex

_transformations with small t's
: 2
» An increasiﬂgly sfrong impression that has built up
throughout the period of study that resulted in this book
is thdt one of the things that current linguiétic tﬂeory
lacks is a'viabl¥ theory of reference. As §lready ment1oned
an 1mp11c t but fonmally unrecognized theory of reference
has been in use for years, expressed- pr1nc1pally in
discu¥sions of referential indices and corefgrentlallty
.seé no way to avoid bringing this into linguistic theery;

’ '
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but in doing so, I suspect that something more than the
minimum needed to recognlze coreferentiality will have to
be defined.

14

-
’ -

Each of the linguistic traditions being talkeg
about today is good for certain things and spotty for others @
Even though when wearing the theoretician's hat I try to be
cons1stent with one particular way of Iooklng at things,
I find that useful insights have been developed by people
with other points of view. It is all to the good when 1
can put them into my perspective and Eznd that they fit;’ “
., when they don't, the problem is then to rev1se my perspec- ) ‘
tive to make room for the 1n51ght,Qot to throw out the igr®
sight. A good example of th;§ is tagmemics. I find, f0ssibly
because most of my early tra1n1ng in linguistics warf in -~
tagmemics, that it is an extremely useful tool for getting
the facts of laﬁéuage sorted out and organized. I also )
recognize that when it came on the scene around 1954 it was
like a breath of fresh air in that it made it possible to
-incorporate a‘certain amount of semantic informétion‘intd
. grammar via th® notion o;éfgnffion. Since moving off in a
4 different direction in t early 1960's, however, I find
that tagmemics leavea/éomething to be desired as a view of 3 ‘
what language ii/like, especially at the point where the

,idea of funct#bn seems in practice to turn into an arbitrary

and almog@mystical process for assigning tagmeme labels.
esé, I féel quite free here to use tagmemic ideas.
FtCognize first of all that they do enable people to handle
iﬁguiétic datafwiphout getti lost regardless of how the
labels are assigned. I alggiizallze that whatqyer the defects
- of their results may be as seen throuéh the prescription I

am currently- wear1ng, I am likely to agree with ag least -

ninety-five per cent of the analysis that is made when all

4 .
i . ) - ' . had
v

. <//v o ;
. ’ , !
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is-said and done, and there is no point in throwing eut all
that just kecause I find that there are more consistent
ways of~understanding the ragged five per cent. p

In work that is as exploratory ‘as this it is not
surprising that a large amount of methodology for organizggf
data is mixed with theorizing. It is not really worth the
trouble to state relationships among data elements or
classes of data elements unless someone else can find the
same data elements and verify'fﬂe relationships. At this
stage I am not even sure that it is possible to squ%eze a -(
pure theory of language out of the practice of discourse
study. Where I have seen abstractions that can be made I
have tried to call atgention to them, but many qf the com-
ponents of a real theory’of discourse are probably hidden
within rec1pes for lining up information of a particular
kind. I simply warn the reader about .this, but do not
apologize for it.

Along with the intermixing of theory and practice
goes an inevitably large number of loose ends. We are not
yet ready for a compendium or a formal sumping up of what
we know, pecadse in some senses what we know is like a few
galaxies and what we do not know but hope to is like the
interstellar Spéce that surrounds the?galaxies: not very
crowded. Yet I do not feel that having large numbers of
unresolved questions about discourse is a bad thing as long
as we see progress in pulling together a core of theory
that allows us to work out toward the less explored areas.

¢
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CHAPTER THREE )
EVENTS AND PARTICIPANTS IN DISCOURSE

Te—analyze discourse from a linguistic point pf view
requires that we find a workable starting point. The work
of Gleason and his group has provided such an entering
wedge. ‘Ihe basic ided~behind their work is that different
parts of a discourse communicateez}ffcfgﬂﬁskinds of infor-
mation. The various kinds of things that are communicated
1n each part seem to be identifiable in any language, at
least well enougﬁ that a meaningful ﬁreliminary breakdown
of texts can be made.?’ .

3

|

1Part of this chapter and the next three was pre-

sented in a paper read pefore the Llnguistlc Circle of Papua
and New Gu1nea on February 24, 1971, and subsequently
published in Kivung (1971).

Empirically this distinction among various kinds
of'information has proved useful, not only in the studies
" on Sango, Cashinawa, Fulani, and Kate that have already
been mentioned in Eonnection with Gleason, but also in
Xavante (McLéod ms), Munduruky (Sheffler ms), Halia (Jan
Al;pn ms), and others.

The dlstlnctlon amonp~\different kinds of 1nfonmat18n
is most obvious in narrative discéurse as- opposed to the
procedures, explanat1ons, and exhortatiens of Longacre's
typology (1968). Procedd&es, which like narratives are
‘based on the notien of temporal sequence, are the next

A
%0/41 \

‘most productive.
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Parenthetically, the texts that yield the most

consistent analysis are edited texts. Certain people in

any society have a reputation for consistently producing

the kind of discourses that other people want to listen to.
Part of the reason people like these discourses must lie in
their well formedness; that is, they are constructed according
to plans that make it maximally easy for hearers or re%ders
to comprehend them. Furthermore, even people who produce
highly valued discourses recognize that certain. parts of

what they say can be improved by being reshaped or edited.
The principles that guide their editing behavior are likely
(unless they are imposed artificially from without, as for
example under pressure of another prestige language) to
represent a replacement of expressions that are less .
consistent with the discourse as a whole hy other expressions
that fit the structure and the context better. Speakers of
unwritten 1aﬁguages display ed%ﬁorial reactions justzas
regularly as editors who work with paper and pencil. The

Y

I am indebted to Larry Jordan for calling to my

Z

attention the value of beginning with edited texts, based.
on his experience with Mixteco of Apoala in Mexico.

L.
s

analysis of discourse that has been edited.is likely to be

easier, and at the same .time more truly representative of

those patterns of expression that speakers of the language
react to as approOpriate. Practiced discourses like folk
tales are less likely to be told poorly than, say, personal
narratives brought out 6n the _spur of the moment with no
opporturiity to shape the expression first.

Even' edited narratives cover quite a range. To
begin analysis it is best to concentrate on simple
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narratives. These are characterized by having well separated
participants: 1little or no merging of individual partici-
pants 1into groups or combining of one group with another.

‘A simple narrative may still, however, contain a large

number of distinct participants. Two-participant narratives$,
though common, may actually not be the best kind to start
with, because the mechanisms needed to keep reference straight
1n them are usually -rudimentary. Three-participant narratives
dre more likely to be revealing.“

The other characteristic that identifies simple
narratives is that in them telling matches time. That is,
the sequence 1n which events are told matches the sequence
In which the events actually happened. Many languages have
this as a strict requirément for all narration; others have
techniques whereby the temporal scene can be shifted at will
without losing the hearer. Texts with flashbacks, or that
begin in the middle of things, should be left to one side
at the start.

} To begin analysis with simple narratives does ﬂot,
of course, imply that we are limited to the study of
simple narratives. Like any exploration of the complex,
discourse study should begin in shallow water and only later
progress into the depths. What is learned in the study of
simple narratives becomes the scaffolding that allows

progress into other areas.

’

4 o

The notion that different parts of a discourse
communicate different kinds of things agrees with
conclusions about 1anguage that have been. suggested for
reasons totally unconnected wikh the fact that they facili-
tate the study %f discourse. McCawley's suggestion that noun
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phrases constitute a separate kind of grammatical produc-
tion from the Verb-centered part of sentences (1970), and
‘that the.two<are,1aced together ioosely and late in the
derivational process, is motivated as far as I can tell by
a need to account adequately for pronominalization patterns
u1th1n sentences. It fats, however, with the distinction

I make here between. . event information and 1dent1f1cat10nal
and other kinds of information. It also 1llustrates the
notion that different kinds of information tend to be

communicated by grammatically disStinctive forms in surface

C
structure.

1. EVENTS

&

The f1rst distinction made in the analysis of
dlscourse 1s betheen evefts and non- events. In Garner,

the halfback, made six yards around end we arg told two
kinds of things: a particular person did something (that
*1s, an event took place), and furthermore, the particular
person is named Garner'and 1s a halfback (neither of which
1s an event). Sometimes entire paragraphs are devoted to
non-events, as in the description of a scene or a person.
At other times, egpecially in languages like Anggor (S.
Litteral ms), long stretches of speech may be devoted to
nothing but event information, the rules of the reference

system being such that the hearer always knows by deductlon

who is doing what. P -

Gleason, yho pioneered in exploiting the difference
between events and non-events, pointed ocut that different
languages approach the time sequences between neighboring
events in different ways. In Kite, for example (Gleason
1968), events that are contiguous in time are distinguished

R
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from those that are separated by a lapse.pe;iod during which.
nothing of significance for that particular story happens. '
The lapse may be long or short; but if it is noticeable in
terms of the stream of action of* the narrative, it must be-
mentioned. Cromack/11968), on the other hanq, finds that
Cashinawa rcqulreé a distinction between com'leting one
event before the next begins and continuing Sﬁéxggflier
cv%pt on into the next.. In terms of Kate, a Cashinawa
completion might be either with or without lapse; but
Cashinawa speakers are not required to report contigu&f;

or lapse unless they want to call attention to it.

Cashinawa ‘Continuation, on the other hand, would undoubtedly
be equated with Kate contiguity.

We can envision numerous logical possibilities for

temporal re%tlons between two events that are reported as

a. sequence. 'If we take A as the earlier of the two events

and B as. the klater, we can distinguish several cases: A
finishes signjjficantly long before B begins, ‘A finishes by
the time B befins, A finishes just as. B begins, and A does
not finish by%the time B begins. In the last case we might
have to specifz further whether A ends during B, A ends
witen B ends, o Alcontainé all of B and continues on after
B is finished. \“ ‘

¥

Robert ﬁittéral (ms) has applied the mathematical
notion of topology to the linguistic treatment of time.
He notes first tbat_@hen time is handled by language, it is
measured only rarely. For example, in I went down town and

bought a shirt the first even't, going down town, may have
taken half an hour, while the second may have taken four
minutes, or vice versa, depending‘on tfansportatibh

facilities and shopping habits. Most languages would not

{
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give even a relative indication of the %&ration Qf the
events, although they have the capacity to add this infor-
mation if there is some reason to, as in It took me half an
hour to go down town; then I bought a shirt in'four minutes. .o
The normal thing is for the two events, regardless of their
relation to time by the clock, by the stars, by the seasons,
physiological time, or even psychologically perceived time,
to be reported simply as Event A and Event B. ib; this -
reason 1t is useful to model the linguistic haﬁdling of time
in a non-metric fashion, which suggests a topology.

Suppose the relationship of events in a narrative

. fits Figure 3.1. Here Event A is followed by B; which is

followed in turn by both C and D. D continues after C

finishes, and also keeps going through the end of E. F
and G follow, simultaneous with each other. A sample

4

narrative with these reiationships might be {A) They got up
before dawn and (B) ate breakfast together. (C) Curly rode
into town, but (D) élim headed off to the canyon to look for
lost cattle. (E) Another cowpuncher he met at the mouth of
a draw told him he had seen a yearling farther up. (F) Slim

went after it (G) while the puncher watered his horse. S

It is also characteristic of the linguistic handling
of time that the boundaries between events are rarely clear -
cut. For example, unless we are saying it in Kate, we give
no idea whether or ot time elapsed between getting up (A)
and. eating breakfast (B) in the example above. The only
thing that,is certain is that there was a time (A) "when they
were getting up and not eating breakfast, and that later .-
there was a time (B) when they were eating breakfast and not
getting up. This lack of interest in the transition period
1s represented apprOpriQ;ely by a line that represents time,




The thread of discourse " Grimes

Figure 3.1. Events in time (above)

and time base (below).
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and open sets of points along that line that represent _,
events; open sets do not include their own boundariee.3

3¥he elementary nogaons of topology are presented
in Lipschutz (1965), Arnold (1962), or Mendelson (1963).
The presentation ©f them here is informal, but is capable
of being formalized. Tpéhnical terms used here include
open set, bounaary, Hausdorff space, neighborhood, subbase,
ang EEEE;

M

The time line appears to be’a special case of what is known

as- a Hausdorff space, a kind of tooological space in which

for any pair of distinct points, there are neighborhoods of

each that have no points in common. )
\ Litteral takes the events as a subbase for the t1me

line\LJpology This means that each event that is in the

narrative is represented by an open set of points along the‘.

time line in such a way that the finite’ 1ntersect10ns of

those open sets are a base for‘\Be topology that expresses

the linguistic organlzatlon of time. The base itself con-

sists of open sets such that each event set is a onion of

sets in the Base. (The intersection of two sets is the

eléments that are cdmmon to both; the union of two sets is

the elements that are found in either.) By arraﬁging the,

members of the base and the houndaries between them along

the time line, }n open clidin that covers,the time line

results.. It,consists of open sets representing linguistically

significant stretches of time, alternating with the boundagies

between the open sets, From this Litteral is able to

construct .an index illustrated in Figure 3.1 at the bottom.

There the open set of pointsrassociateo with an event is

represented by a horizontal line and the boundary between

two events.by a slash.  The alternatlng boundary and event
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‘ o tseg ents a Tatched to the. set'of nennegative integers if
o . Iwhol. mbers) in such ay that even numbers match bOund-
\ ar1es and odd numbers match events. _There is also an even
‘ number & that degotes an undefined begimning boundary - . a .
‘ instead of 0 qhd a correspondlng even number w that d%potes - (
T j an undefined termindting boundary T e dex of an event is
an ‘ordered* pa1r,(a b) w1th a less th bB; a tells when on
they time index line the ewent.beglns‘and b tells when it
ends. For events that span more than one segment. of the
‘time base, (a,b) refers to the, simple ehain that begins with
'segmept a ang ends with segment?Q, inqiﬁdiﬁg all the inter-
. ' vening event spanssand bg dafiés. Thus_iﬂfFigdre 3.1 the -
' index 3fpevent A is (l,l),-Zinge A begins gné‘ends with the"
. 1 - , same time segment. Similarly the other singie span indexes -
> are B(3,3),"(5,5), E(9, 9), F(11,11), and G(11,11).. The
index of D; however, is (5, 9), D spans the times of C and

-

E 'and the boundary time between them as well.

—_— -

LN

This representation of - time makes 1t p0551ble to
,Jistinguish 51multaneous actions 11ke F aﬁg G From partiall EX
. “simultaneous actlons like C and D or D aﬂﬁ E Wlth a precision

. that is sodmething other than the prec151oh ofﬁk stopwatch. « - g
' Neither. is it the prec1slon of a frame counter on a motion

e

pictur® prOJector, as was uSed- in anal’yzmg films of the
assassination of John F. Kennedy. It is rather. the kind of
.' prec151en that apprgﬁ?&gte to the l}QgUIStIC system . . ,
. %itself. Furthermore, the dT’tIﬁttlon Litteral makes between -
events as oRen’ sets.gi p01nts on the time line and- the = . .
. boundaries of those sets is valygble for making expl1c1t R A
.certain kinds Qf aspectual dlstlnctlons like inchoative - .
. ('stanting to...') 4nd completive ('finishing..:'). By »
_prov1d1ng a framework for time that is gelated directly top.v 4
the referential system of lang&ege 1tself Litteral has also . =

. . ~ ‘e - >
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. - . . . R ’ .
made it simpler to talk abéht apparent reférential incon-
gruities sych-as My w1fe"w was born’ n-k,n-k 1B in San Diego

.in which obv1ously’~-e .pérson bzing talked about at time n
. 17

was not the speaff ife at the ti¥me she was born, , n-k,

but became his wi ater.
s

. « -

Another kind of sequenc1ng between events is what
Ronald Huisman (ms) bgs ‘characterized as tight vs. loose.
In Angaataha, a language of the Eastern Highlands of New
Guinea, Huisman reports two kinds .of sequencing, temporal .
and logical, each of which may be tight or loose. Tight
temporal sequencing corresponds rather well to the Kite
notion of contiguity in time, while loose temporal sequenc1ng
corresponds to Kdte lapse. In loglcal sequencing, hofever,
tight sequence implies that one event has another as its °
direct consequence, while loase sequence implies that one
event has a continuing effect that persists indefinitely,
or at leas® to the point of influenciﬁg a secand event even
when that éecond event dannot be considered its direct
consequetice. The notiod of a pengisting effect is also
present in the perfect tenses of ancient Greek.

The time sequence of a narrative is rarely éxpressed
as though events simply followed one anothet like beads on

a strlng Instead, th're is usually a subgrouplnigof

events into smaller sequences; then each of these Smaller
sequences as a uni® is put into sequence with other sub-
seqUeﬁ&és of the same kind. Time structuring can be carried -
on throug everal levels of partitionin so that fhe
groupiné/igigh quences of évents can be iagrammed as a.
tree. Over the whole narrat{%e,'ﬁowgver, single index

if Litteral's sense cén:be?gﬁhstructed. The movinnginger
of time moves on from event to event; yet from another point

of view the events themselves are clustered together..
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. , r |
In asserting this independence of temporal sgquences~

from the hierarchical grouping of linguistic elements, ”
L1ttera1 has, I think rlghtly, eliminated my earlier notlon

(msl of temporal sequence "as one of several rhetorical

relations (see Chapter 6). Instead he has moved temporal
‘sequence into the area of referénce. The clumping together
sof-a series of events which are also in temporal sequence
with one another turns out to be based on other organizing
factors ‘which probably are part of the rhetorical structure.
For example, all- the events that take place at a part1cu1ar '
sett1ng tend to be treated as a unit, as Glock and I found |
.to be the case in Saramaccan (1970). When rhetorical
organization and temporal sequence match, the order of
elements can be considered normal or unmarked.-

. ' ,

Another grgﬁping principle that partitions events in

a single temporal sequence could be called the principle of
common orlentatlon A sequence of events is distinguished
from a later part of the same time sequence in that all the
actions in each part involve uniform relations among their
participants. Alton Becker speaks of this as one of the

bases of paragraphing in English (1966). Sheffler finds
/Sdmething'similar but more explicitly communicated in ‘
'Munduruku (ms). Theré the patient.or goal of an action 1is
singled out at the beginning of each paragraph. It defines
;the characteristic orientation of the participants for that
paragraph, in that the rest of the actlogf‘ln the paragraph
are taken implicitly as d1rected toward that patient or

goal: Uniformity of participant orientation will be dis-
cussed in detail in Chapter 9, and is related to thematiza-
tion, discussed in Chapter 11. ] \\\\‘\M"

-

* Besides common setting amnd common orientation, some

'event-Sequences appear to be grouped together4by the way
- .

+
£ .
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they relate to piot structures. I had questloned earlier

'(Grlmes and Glock#1970) whether plot structure was agtually
part of linguistics at alil. I suggested it might rather be
a perceptual template whereby a discourse could be rendered
interesting by casting the more prominent referents in it
in siandgrd roles like hero and'villain. June Austing (ms)

. finds in Omie, however, that tﬁe particle iae, which marks
“the beginning of temporal s éequepces that are grouped

) together for other reasons, allso begins temporal subsequences
that do not appear to be groupe together in any of those
ways, but do correspond to boundaries between Propp S. ba51c
plot elements (1958). This would suggest that plot struc-
ture is a factor in.the linguistic behavior of Omie speékers
and must therefore be considered as interacting with the
time sequencing system of'the language. The high predict-
abidity of the Labov-Waletzky suspension point, at which
English, speakers (but not Saramaccan speakers, I notice)
inject evaluative comments or questions into a narrative
between the complicatiod and the resolution (1967, also
discussed in Section 5 of this chapter), also argues in
favor of plot as a semantic complex rather than as a
principle of referential selection alone.

.
-

Not all events, of course, are in.sequence.
Language is capable pf communicating forked action4 as in

3

4The term forKed is taken from the terminology used
to describe simultaneous computational processes in the
design of multiprocessing systems. It is matched. by joined,
which‘refers to the point in the total sequence where all
the simultaneous processes are known to have been completed "
so that another computatijonal step that depends upon their
.301nt results can then proceed -
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L4

s

you ggke~tﬂe high road and I1'll take the low read, which is

not a description,of a sequence of events. Forked actions
may be related only by their simultaneity, ‘or they may be
different. s;des of a single complex action as.im the g

.

chased the flee1ng cat or they got the car started EX him

pulling and he# pushing. : ) . -

. - ¥ [ X
., R

v

In other cases a language may mark certain stretches
within whf%h .equence is irrelevant. Janet Briggs cites

during a raid on a jungle encampment. AlthRugh all the ¢

part of an Ayore text (ms) in which many thz?gs;happena

events, which in ve several individuals fighting and others
getting kllled or being captured, took place in. some real
sequence, they are explicitly marked in Ayore 'by the particle
) lEﬂHS as part of a singie hurly-burly in which a%tention to
sequence, ﬁormally a pfominent part of discourse structure,.

. '
_1s suspended.

Ayoré is alsa typical of many languages in that the
sequence of telling normally has to parallel the sequence of
happening. Even when the sequence is suspended, the
suspension covers an interval of time whose relative posi-.f
tion in relation to other events is kept in the right order.
Other languages, however, make use of a set of signals that
allows events .to be told out of .order. The Odyssey, for'
example, consists of a series of flashbacks from a rather
short main sequence of events; but it is constructed in such
a way that there 1s no doubt about where each eplsode flts
into the whole. -True flashbacks are part of the main
sequence of events but are told out of order. They are
distinct from narrative subgequences that are told in an
explanatory fashion without being in the main stream of
eévents (Section 4).

.
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2. PARTICIPANTS

Jhe information that identifies the participants in
an event ‘not only links .participants to events, but also
works within a cohesive éystem to link one mentign of a
part1c1pant with other mentlons of the sameypa;t1c1pant It,
obeys %ules of its own in addltlon to combining with event
1nformation

S e
. '

o * vl - Pt ., ’ oF

Ve
.. . L8] ‘ r'y

¥

. There may be a distinction in language between
participants and props. Certainly what Little Red 31d1ng\\—~
Hood's mother put in her basket has a different relation

to the tale than Little Red Riding Hood herself does. On
the other hand, it does not seem to be 3 simple matter to
distingpish participants from props. One could suggest
that the animate objects that are involved in actions are
the participants and the inamimate ones the prgpg' but, this
does not square with such things as Propp's observation
that the helper in a plot, who assists the hero to attain

* his goal, is inanimate as often as animate (1958). Many

~Tother—texts also have the form of a folk tale without

. ~ -
necessarily intending to be one. I considerable amount
of scientific writing the hero, thengi;

ithor, slays a dr?gon,
either ignorance in general or the bumbling of former
investigators, by means of a'helper a second order differ-
ential equation and thus rescues the v1ot1m his branch

of science. In folk tales of this kind many or a11 of the
part1c1pants may be abstractions.

.
-

The role ranking developed in Chapter 5 gives a
scale of ‘relative involvement in an action, from deliberate
involvement expressed by the Agent, to being acted upon 1in
the Patient and Instrumental, and from there on down to zero
involvement., This.ranking’might make it possible to divide

}%

i
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the things‘mehtioned igﬁa text into those that never appear
in the more active semantic roles, the props, and those

that do, the participants. This kind of classificatioa
might be implicit in Wise and Lowe's partitioning of obJects
into participants and props in their analysis of. a Nomatsi-
ehgga text (1972). . S Yoy

» = . oo

’ The distinct] on be;ween part1c1pants and props does
seem tode related to plot possibly ih the sense Just _
mentioned. That is, even if activity is not relative to the
role system as such, yet it may be relative to the plot
within which-it takes place. Little Red Riding ‘Hood's
Iunch basket contents may not matter in the plot because thewy;
never do anything; Digory's'rings in C. S. Lewis's The

Magician's Nephew do matter because they transport him to

3

another world. On the other hand, Rosencrantz and Guilden-
stern in Hamlet have always impressed me more ~as props than
as participants; ‘what they do implements what somebody else
has decided.

A fourth possibility for distinguishing between
participants and props is suggested by the study of orienta-
tion system!‘(Chapter 9). If we assume that changes in the
orientation of participants toward actions are syStematic,
then any elements that would break the regularity of .
orientation patterns if considered as participants are .-
probably props. This notion combines two things: the
relative involvement in a particular action that is implied
by a ranking of underlying case tategories, and relative
involvement in the more comprehensi&e categories of plég,.
Even so, it remains to be seen whether the distinc¢ion
between participants and props cdn' ultimately be generalized

to plotless and nonsequential texts.
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Reference to who and what is involved in an event 1is
partially independent of the means used to identify each
referent: For example, here are six sentences that could
conceivably refer to exactly the same situation, and there-
fore to the same set of referents, but that use different
means of identifying them. R

(a) The butler it was that killed him.
{b). Someone in a tuxedo killed him.
(c) That one killed him.

(d) -He killed him.

(e) He killed the prime minister.

(f) Killed him.-

. Throughout this book reference and identification are kept
distinct. Reference has to do with who or what 1s being
talked about. It goes back to the speaker's assumption that
the hearer knows who or what is 1nvolved Identification,. on
the other hand, has to do with the 11ngu1st1c means that the
speaker uses to communicate to the hearer who or what is
involved. In (f) the doer of the deed is not identified,
but he is still the doer 6f the deed; there is reference
with no 1dent1f1cat1on The way in which identification is
accomplished depends upon the circumstances, linguistic and
nonlinguistic,; under which reference is made.

Part1c1pants are referred to as individuals or in
grehps. Reference to individuals presents relatively few
problems. Group reference, on the other hand, takes a
number of forms. It may be individual centered, as in
the President and his staff or me and my gal. It may be

collective, referrlng to- members of the group ‘en masse:
the Presidential staff, today's consumer. The group
reference may imply that a further partltlonlng of the

¢
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‘group 1s possible: representatives of the major labor unions

invites a matching up of representatives with labor unions.

It may be undefinable, as in they say it's going to rain,

for which 1t 1s considered impertinent to ask who they are.

Some languages have a_ conventional they as well: they were 2
camping near .,the rapids in the absence of any more explicit

k4

1identification means 'those members of our tribe who were
alive at ghe ;1me' by default. . A ~
% . -~ .

Sometimes reference shifts during the cburse of a
text. There are three kinds of shift: introduction and
deletion, recombination, and scope change. TIntroduction and
deletion involve éxpandlng and ‘contracting reference by

adding or’ subtracting individuals from a group. For example,

1n ke met George at the airport. We all took the same plane.
a group (531) is introduced, then/expanded, then the :
expdnded group (ESZ) remains as the referent. The Jibu text
cited by Bradley (1971) inwalves extensive expansion and

contraction of groups.

—

TR -

‘Recombination 1§*§11ght1?“different:from expansion

and contraction. In expansion and contraction individuals

‘are .antroduced only to the extent necessary to enables them

to be';ncorporated into a group; once in it, they have no -
~further identity,-liké George in the preceding example.

when a group contracts, as in the Jibu'example, individuals
~ who leave 1t are not referred to again, but are lost to
view. In the perging and splitting of’gfoups, however, the
constituent subgroups of which the original group was com-
posed remain as referential entities. For example, in We
had dinner. Then we went to work on the nominations -while
the children went tqQ a basketball game the first we includes
the children while the second we does not; the childqén\
remain as a newly defined group split off from the original -

L4
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group. Thus althoug‘he original group is spllt all its
members remain in view, but the groups they are assigned to
are not the same as in the earlier identification.

The thlrd kind of referentlal shift, scope change,
is like the effect of a zoom lens on a camera. It changes ]
the area that is under attentlcn It may combine individuals —- ) -
‘Wi were formeriy seen as individuals and treat them as a . .
group, not because they start to act as a group as in the
case o% expansion and merger, but because they and everything
else being Lalked about are seen in a broader perspective.

Bradley s Jibu text, already mentloned includes an example

of zooming in from a more distant perspective to a closeup,

with a corresponding shift 1in reference, She has a group

of individuals, namely the bridegroom, priest, and bride, .
nnteractlng as a single group with the guests at a wedding. .

‘At one point in the text, however, the guests are left out i
of the picture and the narrator tells what the_members of
the bridegroom's group say to each other. They are treated
as distinct individuals for the durétion of that scene only.
Later the>scope zooms back out to the entire wedding pro-
ceedings, and the ‘reference picks up the bridegroom's group
agdin as a single entity as it was before,

Where there is a shift in the spatial viewpoint from
which events are, reported there may also be a shift in
reference. When a narrator has’ béen speaking as though he
weTe omniscient and knows everything that goes on both
inside and outsjde the heads of the participants, he may
shift, for example, to presenting events as a certain one of
the participants._sees them, or vice versa. When he shifts,
what'at first he had treated as reference to.individuals may
change to reference to groups, or one pattern of grouping '

may be replaced by another through merging and splitting.
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; . ldentification, or the linguistic indication of
reference, will be discutsed in detail in.Chépter 8. The
-next paragraphs heré,are a prellmina}y sketch of i1dentifi-
catiops .The basic Rroblems 1n identification are firs;,
¢stablishing reference sufficiently well that the hearer+1s
clear about who or what is being talked about, and secdnd,
confirming or maintaining 1t sufficiently well to keep the

hcarer from becoming confus;d.

Unique reference 1s established, and to a certain
extcnt maintained, by naming 1n some cases (Jakobson 1957,
In others, as 1s often the case where naming in itself would
not be cnough to fix reference adequately for the hearer,
.somc kind of description 1s used to narrow down the range of ' )
possible referents to where the speaker thinks the hearer '
can proceed on his own. Bach (1968.105), McCawley (1970.1723,
Langendoen (1970247) and Postal (1971) have discussed the
rclation between grammatical forms of description and the
refcrential problem of keeping ‘the entity that 1s being
described distinct from other entities, Podal (1971.13)
has discussed the fact that even single nouns used to
characterize a referent descriptively mavy have a time depen-
dent element. In she married the poor bachelor and madesa

happy husband out of him the same individual is referred to

twice, but with two different descriptions appropriate to \
two different time segmeuzs (¢,1) and (3,.) corresponding go' ~
before-marriage and from the time of marriage onward.

From the b01nt of view of discoldrse studies the
striking thing associated with the distinction between events
and the i1dentificational information that goes with.the \
participants 1n those events is the different grammatical |

‘forms that arc used to communicate the different kinds of y //
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information. Whereas events tend to be communicated by
indepehdent verbs in most languages, transformed from
underlying predicates whose role sets include nearly anythihg
but the essive (Frantz 1970), identifications tend to

involve the embedding of sentences. They also. include

nouns, which may be the extreme case of embedded equative
éentences. Essives are comﬁon in_identifications, and
surface constructions of the equative and stative varieties

are characteristic of thémis '

5This is true even in languages like those of the
Philippines where it is trad:tional in translation into
English to render verbs nomiaally: as for Bill, the hitting

of hin was by John, or something of the kind. The nonverbal

glossing of sentences in languages of this kind helps. convince
the reader that he is not deaiing with English, but it ’
rather obscures the fact that these languages also use true
equative constructions to indicate the topicalization of

units larger than the clause (in a manner parallel to

English what Bill did was to hit gghgj. This 1s discussed
further in Chapter 11.

Identification is also maintained through the use

of anaphoric elements. The most geheral of these, as Bointed

out by Lakoff (ms) and Langendoen (1970), are not pronouns,
but nouns used as umbrella terms to cover a wide area of
more specific nouns. They include nouns {hat are easily
recognized as generic, 11ke thing, one,~person, and idea.

they also include- nouns that are generic relative to the
particular referents, like dish in All they had was chili

and apple pie. He ate them, but the first dish gave him
nightmares.
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. Pronouns are the common means of maintaining identi-
fication. . How efficient they are depends partly on-tHe rich-
ness of the categories of appropriateness of reference that
are available within the pronominal system. As long as two
referents in English, for example, can be referred to by
he and she, pronouns alone are enough to maintain their
referential distinctiveness indefinite®¥%; but if two refer-
ents both fall within the scope of he, other measures have
to Qeﬂtaken to keep them from becoming confused. What
thiﬁgs in a discourse a pronoun can refer to may be indicated
explicitly when the pronoun agrees with nouns that are used
to 1nitiate identification of the referent., Spanish la, for
example, 1s used to identify many referents that are intro-
duced with nouns that end in a like cola 'tail' and mesa
'table',, as well as with nouns that lack the a ending but
are conventionally treated in the same way like mano 'hand'.
The applicability of a pronoun may simply be known by
convention, as when English she is used to identify something
that was introduced with ship. In other cases neither
explicit form nor convention suffices, as in the case of
Spanish sobrecargo 'airplane cabin attendant', where la
1s used if the specific attendant in question is female
and lo if male.

v |

Inflectional reference is closely enough related to
"pronouns that the t%o are sometimes discussed together.
‘From the point of view of identification, however, it is
important to notice fﬁat the categories of appropriateness
of reference for inflectional systems are, as far as I
know, never more finely divided than those of the pronouns
with which they may stand in cross reference. The inflec-
tional categories may be idéktical with thé pronominal
¢categories, or the pronominal system may be richer in
distinctions than the inflectional system, but the
inflectional system probably never has more categories than

the corresponding pronouns. ' .
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Even ;yéugﬁ this section 1is about part1c1pants so

far in discusging means of 1dent1f1cat10n I have phrased -
things almost exg¢lusively in terms of the identification 65. ,
physical objects. The notion of identification is,.of course]
much broader. It is just as appropriate to speak of identi-
fication of time spans ('then') or motions ('did.so') or

" directions ('there') or anything else. All these kinds of
things are identified both descriptively and ;naphorically;
and even inflectional systems may index any of theém.

Before leaving identific;:;;n it is useful to point
out that the notiog of zero or impljcit identification

helps to bridge the gap between identification and reference.

There are many cases where the hearer is expected to know
who the participaﬁts are b; deducing-it from the context;
he is not told by any overt linguistic signal The rules
for this kind of deduction are most important for the way
they shed 1ight on the entire process of identification.
Like any zero element in lingpistics, zero identification
must{be-approached with caution; there must be a way to -
recoii;\ghe reference from the context by rule, and there
must bg—qb p0551b111ty that the zero 1dent1f1cat1on could
contrast with its own absence (Haas 1960). .
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CHAETER FOUR

* NON- EVENTS IN DISCOURSE
SETTING, .y b *

N

Where, when, and under what gircumstances actions
take place constltute a separate kind of information called
!ettlng., Settnng 1s,1mportant in the study of discourse
not gnly becaQ§e it characteristically involves distinctive
grammaticatl constructlons Tike . locatlves, but also because
it is a” common b351s for segmentatlon of sequent1a1 texts
into their constltqfnt parts, ' N\

v
~ . There 1is a difference, not always easy to pérceive;- .
between the setting of part of a text and the underlying
relatlon.of an actlonvto its surroundlngs that' I speak of-~
later (541) as the Range Tode, “Range is part of the
def1n1t10n f certaif actlons, not part of the definition of
every act1on For example, with the Engl1sh word . climb,
the Surface on which the c11mb1ng is e is an &ssential
ﬁ semantlc«e!bment of the actlon, if it 1s om1tted it is
o fbec;use the Range is readily deduclble from the context
{nevia because‘it is 1r&elevant to the action. Other act10ns
like-’think and say, on the-other hand do mot. have Range as’
part gf the1r semantlcs For example, if . a person uses
cllmb without making- clear the surface 0n which the climbing
was done, and a_hearer asks him about it, he will get
é-elther a deflnlte answer like on ‘theé. roof ‘r under the
% porche or he will el1c1t the equally deterginate L-don%t.

i know, 1mply1ng that it was leg1t1mate for e hearer to have
sked ‘Bt if asked whére a part1cu1ar event of! th1nk1ng
say;ﬂiﬁtook place, the speaker is more likely %o come
K with 4 bewildered huh? and the, kind of‘}ooklls his

>
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eyes‘that'shows-he,has ne idea what the hearer is talking

about;-because Range 2& not pari of the normal semantics of
v- those actions. On the other hand, a true setting is capable
of extend1ng over a sequence of -actions and is independent
_of the semang;cs\of any of them. It can also apply to .
predicates that do not-have Range as part of their, meaning:
While I'was ip Phoenix I had a great idea.
¢

[}

It is tricky to distinguish setting from the Réngé'
-rble. Either may, for example,’ take the: fq;m of a locat1ve
such.a§ a prepositional phrase One test that seems to worke«
~in a number of- languages is the test of separability.
Setting 1nform!k1on can be paraphrased naturally in the form.

of a when, where, or while clause. It may even take the form

“of a separate sentence or bloek of sentences: Finally we
arrived in London. It was ten in the morping. " Range

. information, on the othér hand, cannot be separated When
he was at. the street corner, he climbed does not g1ve the

Range for climbs it is necessary to make Range part of the
same clause, as in he ctlimbed the flagpole or he climbed

 the pat that led from there. v
Y ,
Sett1ngs in space are frequently distinguished fgom
g . 11 abilit
sett; gs in time. All dmnguages pnq@gbly have the capabilitn

for def1n1ng a spatial setting by description,_"as_in Gilbert

and Sull1yan [ 92 a treeiggig ;‘%? a little tom t1

- Maxakal{ of Brazil (Popovich ) charact;_er1st1cary‘goes
heavy on descr1b1ng spa&ga;_reference Up ~tQ half of each
paragraph may be taken up~ wrfh {elllng exactly Whene _the

"» action of that paragraph took place. “Other Languages*g1ve
.descriptions of spatial setting’ more spar1ng1y Bspec1ally
in societies in which the piy51cal environment 1s well
known and most reported actions tdke place w1tn1n it, a few

- tryptic and convent1onal reference p01nts seem to be all
Q -

o "‘«
w - -
’ - -y
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the definition of setting that is normally needed. (In Cora

" of Mexico, for éxample, each dwelliqg area has thé\physical
features surrounding it catalogued through convéntional
combinations of verbal affixes, s that more explitit
description of the setting is necessary only in talking

about actions that take place outside that part of the tribal
area (Ambrose McMahon, personal communicatibn). In Anggor
(S; Litteral ms) the factors of location of high ground,

direction of river flow, and the sun's path combine in the
selection of locatives in a way that gives almost a precut

definition of the setting, changed.only if those properties
are radically different in the settings of some actions.

® ‘ b

Spatial sptting% ‘nay be redefined during the course
of a text either by describing where each new setting 1is .
located, as seems normal for Engligh, or by a relative
redefinition that takes the most recent setting as its
point of departure. Maxakal{ does this frequently. When
a setting is established in one paragr®ph, certain other
points are described that are related to the setting yet
outside of it. The paragraphAmay end with one of‘the
participants going to one of those peripheral points. A
new paragraph that begins withtan indication that the setting
is to be changed may then pick up the peripheral point at’
which the action of the last paragr‘aph ended and make @Hat
into the setting for the next paragraph. ' Oksapmin (H..
Lawrence ms) does sopething simflar {except that the shifting
of setting does:;not §eem to be related so closely to the =~
.divisioh of the text®into paragraphs as in Maxakali). A
settind) is established; then verbs of motion like 'go' and
'come back' are used for excdrsions out from that setting
and back.. If a 'go' is mot matched by a correSpénding 'come

back', however, then a following 'arrive' or similar verb

|
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establishes a new setting. On the other hand, a !come back'
or 'return' that is not preceded by a correspbndi!g 'go'
switches the §€tt1ng back to whatever setting was;deflned
at the beg1nn1ng of the text. .;
. . !

Huichol: of Mexico defines spatlal settiné either by
motion from~one place to another, like Oksapmln But dn a
much less extensive scale, or by a more static cbaracterlza-
tion of one area in its relation to the area whe&glearlier
actions occurred. For example, 'up on top' is use@ to
characterize an area on top of a mountain rahge as'it is
seen from the pefspgctive of pr?vious‘ecpiqns thaxztook
place in a vallex,below. From then on all reference to the

setting is from the new perspective of the top of the
mountains until that in turn is changed.

-~
.

+

The scope of a spatial settlng may be broad or
narrow. Oksapmln, for example, defines as the first settiqg
of a narrative the place where the person stood from Whose
spatial viewpoint the stQry is told. The setting also
includes hjis -immediate surroundings. The extent of those
surroundings, however, may take in as little as part of a
room, Oor it may include part of a country. There is no
" explicit indication of where the boundaries of an Oksapmin
" setting lie; it'pust.be deduced by the hearey from the
speéker's pattern of use of prefixes like maf 'here', or
more- exactly 'within the setting area', as Posed tg.a-

'"there, outside the setting area'.

Settings in time are equally impa4iaﬁt; Temporal -
setting, like spatial settlng, must be distinguished from

the temporal properties inherent in a partlcular action.
Whether an action follawed its predecessor immediately or
after a lapse, whether it is viewed as having an extension
“n time or taking plaCe‘as'a‘singlerunit, whether its effects

-
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/ ’. - ye '
are-said to persist, all are indepeﬁ.!ht of the general time
Iamework of the narrative, just as the place where an
' r series of actions happens is independent of those

_ Y

scriptive definition of time is usually with
K reference to some kind of calendric system. The term is
used broadly to include not only explicit calendric refer-
ences like Longfellow's 'Twas the eighteenth of April in

seventy-five ... but also references to uncodified but

culturally recognized temporal events like at the first new

moon after the solstice or when the corn deve10ped its

second joint or even the 0ld Testament's at the time when

kings go forth to battle.

/

Another kind of time definition makes use of
reference t® memorable events. This can shade off ¥nto a
calendric system of its own in the case of dynas‘tie's' or.
‘definitions o ars by outstandlng events as in the Xiowa
calendar (Marfg:: 19459""SEJ Luke, for example, places the
birth of Christ 'in the days of Herod' (1:5) as a general
time, then more specifically 'in those days ... the first
enrollment, ‘when Quixinius was governor of Syria' (2:1-2).
One episode of a Bororo story (Crowell ms) begins with
'John'flshed', not as an event in the story, which 1is about
Jaguars killing cattle, but as a means of placing the
eplsode both in time and in space with reference to John's
fishing trip. The notlon of a mythological 'dream time'
or 'in the time of the ancestors', common in Australia and
New Guinea, is a still different klnd of establishment of
settlng, not too different from the English-'once upon a
time.
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-~ .
’ As' with spatial settings, temporal settings within

a ﬁafrative can be established relative to earlier temporal
sef;ings.. This is usually done by mentioning the amouht of
time that intervened betweén the earlier‘grOUp of actions and
the later group: 'after three years', 'the next day',

'when the next chief came to power'. 'The time may also be
established with reference to the time of telling: 'last
year ... within the last three weeks, however'. Aglng of

the participants serves as a mechanidm for establishing
settings in other cases: 'Now he was three years older',

'by the time she got married', 'later, after he had stepped

down from his heavier responsibilities”.

- McLeod (ms) suggests that the psychological atmosphere:*
of a series of events may be treated llngu1st1cally in a
fashion parallel ¢o spatial and temporal setting. This may
be so, or itimay be that that kind of information is more
parallel to ‘the explanatory Qackground information discussed
in the next section.. So far T have not seen enough examples

of it in any language to be able to decide how it works.

BACKGROUND -

v

14

Some of the 1nformat10n in narratives is not part of
the narratives themselves, but stands outside them and
clarifies them. Events, part1c1pants, and sett1ngs are
normally the primary components of natrative, while ekagna-
tioris and ~comments about what happens have a secondary role
that may even be reflected in the use of distinctive gram-
matical patterns, as 1; is in Munduruku (Sheffler gs).

On the other hand, in nonsequentialﬂtexfs,,explana-
tory information may itself form the baqkbdne'of the text,
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and narrative sequences may be used to illustrate it. Thus
it gppears that the narrative oriented model used to begin
the analysis of discourses points toward a generalized model -
that can be used for more than just narratlves. In the
generallzed model of kinds of infcrmation in discourse

there is no need to single out’ one kind, events, as the one

we expeCt to be the central thread of the discourse.b Other .

kinds of information may be made the central thread instead.
' \

+

Much of the secondary infQrmation that is used to
clarify a narrative (called background for convenience,
even though the term may be misTeading for nonsequential
texts in which the dackground type of information could be
thought of as in the foreground) has an exp11C1t1y logical
form of structure, frequenwly tied together with words 1like
because and therefore.' It is an attempt to explain. It
has this explanatory form even when the logic 1n it is
lnvalld or when it falls short of really explainlng what it
purports to explain. As far as natural language is concerned,
1t seems enough that the sound of logic be there, though the
substance and structure of logic be nowhere in sight. The
logic may be shaky and the premises flawed, but it is ‘
'usually accepted anyway as long as it is case in the rignt
linguistic mold.

Explanations, either as secondary parts of narratives
or as the central theme of texts, often involve premises
that the speaker feels are generally accepted and therefore
leaves unsaid. Sometimes what is unstated brings consternation
to the. 11ngu1st from another culture who is not yet in a
position to supply the m1551ng pieces of the argument. " Even
Aristotle, however recognized the legitimate use of nthzﬂemes
or partially f111ed in arguments, rather than complete

-
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"arguments (Rhet. 2:22), and pointed out that ;he speaker
might have to contend with sham enthymemes (Rhet. L{\j

The handling of the 'structure of explanations
actually sheds light on the depth and sensitivity of the
speaker's estimate of who the hearer is; because even in
cultures where néarly all parts of an explanation or argu- -
ment are assumed, if the hearer makes it sufficiently clear
that he does not follow, most speakers will restate themselves
in an attempt to make up for his lack of understanding.

(Thls is less 11kely to hold in relatively homogeneous and
1solated Cultures, where many of life's activities depend
upon the assumption that everyoﬁe shares the same fﬁn@ of
information. In these cultures only the more imaginative
may entertain readily the thought that an outsider might not
automgzically share all the assumptions that the members of
the society hold. The pervasiveness of this belief about
the pervasiveness of belief could in fact serve as a defini-
tion of ethnocentrism.)

i

A speaker may leave qut elements of an explanation,
whether it is given as background to a narrative or whether
it is the main thread of a téxt, ih several ways. He may,
for example, state premises in his argument that fill the
role of premises in the strugture but that are far removed
from the real prémises, either because they ar superficial
derivatives of them or because the real premises\ on which
the argument is based are not palatable to the heaYer.

‘ ¢ 8

One recalls, for example, the President's statement

justifying his 1871 economic freeze on the grounds that it

-

had been -called forth by the activities of international
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monetary speculators. Tﬁis, if carried deeper, would point °
back to the premise that the economy of a large nation can
be controlled by a small number of 'individuals on another
continent; but few of the people who saw the statement
delivered on television would have accepted that premise.
On the other hand, it would have been politically disastrous
/fb admit as a reason for the action the fact that the country's
économy'had been allowed to work itself into a state that
.was ioncoméetiiive on the international market, which one
— 7 w—spyspects is much closer to the real reason for the action.
So a premise of sorts was dropped into the necessary slot in
the argdment.

Another type of gap in explanations i% found in the
connection mad% between premises-.and conclusions. In the .
European tradition there is a long history of trying to make ‘
connections of this kind clear. The tradition of topoi, or
familiar skeleton arguments, goes back to A%istotle’(gﬁgg.
2:23). In other traditions there are modes of cennection
which, though not neqessarily’acceptaple in the European
tradition, are taken as valid. An exaﬁple is the so-called
'rabbinical logic' in which the presence of a word in the
Biblical text is taken as proof for an argument in which
that word is involved, St. Matthew, for example (2:15),
cites Hosea 11:1, 'I called my son out.of Eéypt', as a
prophecy referxing to Cﬁ;ist's time in Egypt, even though in

" Hosea's own.context it is related to Iéraelfs turning away
from God. .
In general explanations tend to contain as little
information and have as uncomplex a structure as the speaker
thinks he can get away with. -The belief sysfem that 1is

H

I
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being invoked may be rich and intricate, and the number of
steps whenm fully traced out may\he great; but unless a speaker
foredees some misunderstanding on the part of, the hearer he
can be counted on to-hit only enough of the high spots to
suggest the general nature of his argument. He appears to
count of the hearer to have most oﬁ the elements and

relations of the argument already present in his own head, so
that touching a few points is sufficient to activate the whole
logical structure.

Certain events are told as background, not as part
of the event sequence. In Saramaccan, for example, a story
that deals with a canoe trip that ended when the cgnoe
captize& in the rapids goes back at the very point of the
disaster to a series of events that took place before.the
the trip started: The man of the family that made the trip
'had brought in cassava, his wife had grated it and cooked
it into bread, 'and they had made bundles of it to take-with
them. As far as I can tell the reason this sequence of
events 1is put into the story is not because those events
should have been told before as part of the main sequence
and were overlooked, but rather because the Speake} wanted
the hearer to understand tHe magﬁitude of the loss when the
canoe overturned, So he gives details on the -dlabor that
went into producing the load (Grimes and Glock 1970).
Aristotle (Rhgt. 1:2) likens these exemplary events to steps
of an induction in loglc, they make a case by proceeding
from instances, not pr1nc1p1es

Sequences of events that are told as background are
in a sense embedded narratives, though the ones I have
noticed so far are much less rich in structure than the
main narratives on qhi;h they qre supposed to-shed light.

-

L -
.
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Their structure is, however, their own, in pendent of the
structure-of the main ﬁarrative. Furthermoreé, there is no
requirement that the part1c1pants in embedded narrative
_ be connected with the partlc1pants in hg main narrative.

In the Saramaccan case th:Z dre the same. In parables, which

are a special kind of narrative used to shed light on some-
thing else, there is usugily no connection of participants
with those of the main story except by analogy. In between
11es, for example, St. Matthew's account of the death of
John the Baptist. It is brought in as an explanation of the
apprehensions of King Herod about Jesus, who Herod thought
must be John come back to life. Then the supporting
narrative goes back to the death of John and brings in
Herod's .brother Philip and his former wife Herodias, whom
Herod had married, together with Herodias's .daughter (14:1-12..
- hone of the events ipvolved in this peripheral story touch
the main narrative directly. They rather serve to explain
an attitude reported in the main narrative. Only two of
the paftlcipant55 Herod and John, appear in both narratives.

v -

Antecedent events occur in. a time framework that is
removed from that-of the main narrative. In terms of
Litteral's time index (ms) they are removed from the main
time of the narrative by a constant factor k, so that an
antecedent event sequence/;hét relates time segment n
in the main narrative has indices of Ah® form n - k' + i, where
i=1,5,5..., for the events within it. This time displace-
ment is signalled overtly in some lamguages. English, for
example, uses the past perfect tense to point out a displace-
ment: in the—preceding paragréph I find I wrote whom Herod
had ‘married.for just this reason. - .

~ A
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Another kind of background invelves an event sequence
used to explain thlngs but displaced forward in time rather
g:an_backward. Such foreshadoWing has a displaced index of

J

e formn + k + i, ZAgain, the 1nterna1 structure and cast
of participants. of such a displaced event sequence are

essentially independent of -the structure and cast of the
main sequence,

Foreshadowing has two uses in narrative. First, it

explains the main events by stating a sequence of events
that might result later from the -main action. Second, it
may fill in the semantic content of part of the main event
sequence well before ‘the ‘everits are actually asserted to
“have taken place. This is seen in narrative sequences like
He marr1ed Cindy -so that he could drain her fortune off to
a2 numbereéd account in a Swiss bank. When he attempted to do
so, however, Dapper Dan g__ wind of it and advised Cindy to
switch to municipal bonds over which her husband had no con-
trol. Here drain her fortune off is not asserted as having
happened; the actual assertion of an event is attempted to
do so, with the semantic content of do so already spec1f1ed
In the same way switch to municipal bonds is a foreshadowing
in terms of the time base of the event advise. As we leave
this touching drama Qe are not told whether Cindy ever got to
her stock broker in time. 1t is of such interplay between
foreshadowing and assertion that soap operas are woven; but
the pattern also has its serious uses.

Foreshadowing shades off into collateral information,
discussed in Section 4 of this chapter There is a slight
difference in emphasis between the two, but which is
intended may not always be clear. Foreshadowing, like other
background information, intends to exblain something, whereas
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collateral information intends to lay out a range of possible
actions so as to set off the main action by contrast with
the other alternatives to it.

|

N~

-EVALUATIONS

Not only do speakers réport the state of the woéld;
they tell how they feel about it. The exXpression of internal
feelings in relation to other kinds of }nformation (which
is not the same as a cognitive reporting of what one's
interna}l feelinggiére) involves specific modes of linguis-

tic expression, as we shall see!

The reactions that are expressed come from several
sources. The most obvious is the speaker's own evaluation:

Here comes that blackg;grd Jones not only identifies Jones

and sets the action 'in the speaker's immediate environment,
but g@lso lets the hearer know what¢ the speaker thinks of
Jones. Aristotle (Rhet. 3:2) points out.the difference
betwedn 'Oresb@s the matricide' -and 'Orestes the avenger of
his sire', dependlng on what the speaker thinks of Orestes.

-

/
i

Often evaluations are imputed to the hearer or to
other peopie referred to in the discourse. Any participant

in a dlscburse can be assumed to have his own opinions of

+ things, and the speaker may feel that he knows what those

obinions are sufficiently well to include them. There is,
however, a restrlctlon that is p01nted out in manuals of
short story wr1t1ng (Meredith and Fitzgerald 1963). The
speaker, or the person from whose spatial viewpoint a story
1s be1ng told must have established himself as being in a
p051t1on to know what a partigular character thinks before”
he can say what that character .thinks, or else a viequint

-
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constraiﬁt is violated. Only under the assumption of an
omniscient viewpoint can the speaker dart in and out of
people's minds with impunity; othéfwise the Spéaker must
connect.any evaluation that he gives with-the possibility
that he can give it legitimately. (As a linguist I do not
yet see how to incorporate this kind of viewpoint constraint
into linguistic theory directly. It is either an involved
kind of referential constr;int, or else stands, clear outside
linguistics.) '
~

" Another kind of evaluation is that of the gulture
within which the speaker is sbeaking, the conventions of the
society he represents. The ancient Greek chorus brought
society's expectations of what was'prOper into the play, and
weighed the éctions of the participants less agéinsth;he C s
personal factors that influenced their choices than against
the factors that all agreed should have been decisive. In
some ‘ways.the dmniscient viewer of modern story telling
representé'this function. 7

'Not_everything in a discourse has to be evaluated.
For this reason it is useful to recognize the scope of an
evaluative statement. It may be global, embraCing an entire ot
di'scourse; if so, it is likely to be found either at the
beginning as an introductory statement tHat tells why the

-

rest of the discourse 1% being told, or at the end as a
moral to the story or the tag 1ine to a fable. Frequently
the evaluétion is local, as when one participaht tells
another that as far as he was concerned what they just did
was the wrong thing to have done. Labov and Waletzky (1967
discuss’ the use of evaluative statements of this kind.

They occur between the complication part of a narrative and
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the resoluttion. An'%valuatlon,qwhlch may evaluateathe

&
1mmed1ately preceding event or the entlre situation of . ‘the
story or .even the 51tuat10n of the te111ng‘0f the . Story,

suspends the floy of events at a structurally §1gn1f1cant

"

Qbreak ’ ’ K

T~ > .
’
4 -

¢ Bolinger (1968) discusse! the influence of evalua-
t1ons on ch01ce of wards+¢hhnt—enly is one man' ; meat

ariother man's poison, but .what is prudence for one'is coward-

ice for another, what 1sxbeaut1ful de51gn for one 15 garlsh-
nes's for another, and what one calls love another sees as
ksentimentality. It all depends on how you look at it~
litetally. Thus there are words that always represent Good ,
Things, such as loyal, true, Mother, and’ the whole llst that‘

1ncludes 'Remember the Maine, Plymouth Rock, and the Golden

Ru}e' in thédabng 'Trouble' from Mjredlth W1ll§on s The 2

Music Man On the .other hand, 52:18 are words.,that always
a

reptrésent Bad Th1ngs, ghastly, itor, de ‘Other words'

float in between dependéng partly on the t. per of ~the

times (the’ chorus funcgéon) and partly on the 1€Ekd1ate
iontext Charles Osgpog§£05goodﬁ”3uc1, and, Tannenbaum 1857)
shows how the evaluatyge .ecomponent of words ¢an be rqpresented
an”how it sh1fts in terms of vat§1ng psychologlcal states.

a _ ~
a v .

Pl . -

Labov dﬁd Waletzky po;nt out that evaluatlve 1nfor- '
matick is the most m'ob,1le nert of a nar{¥ve in that it / *
can occun ngarly anywhere without changing th¥ ‘meaning oﬁq.
the narratlve €s a whole They’ apply a permutatlon Or mob111ty
- test that cons1sts of 1nterchang1ng pa1rs 8f clauses and PR

finding whrch 1nterchanges destroy the meaning- of a, narratlve

. aAd @hlch merely produce @hat’ subJects react to as another
-

-

vers1on of the 'sqpe' narrative. Evaluatlve "clauses charac-

3

‘E§r1§t1cally can be moved. anywhere w1th1n the text Event
g'>‘ A ;' r :
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clauses, however, cannot be taken out of their text order
without making a different, ,story, unless the reordering is
heavily marked Other types of clauses-can move over a
limited ® range. This capZSility of evaluative ctauses to
occur anywhere makes the consistency with which they appear
at the Labov-Waletzky suspen51on p01ntd%between the
‘compl1éat10n and the’ resolutlon) all the_more*lnteresting.

AN

Evaluatlons bring the hearer more closely into the
narratlon, they communlcate information about feelings to
him that goes beyond the bare cognitive structuge of what
happened or what. déductlon 1s to be made. 1In onversations,
and,even in monologues, the hearer may be pressed to give
his own evaluation: What do you think? How do you sAppose
Jthey took that? -« .

%

. * . Evaluatiens may also be an éim of the d%scodrse. By
communicating how the speaker feels, there 1s often an .
implication that the “hearer ought to adopt the same attitude.
Stories with a moral are’ chard&terlst1cally of this klnd
- Where the.evaluation itself is the punch line, the dlscourse
is hortatory in form‘(Longacre 1968), and may take the form
'Because these things happened% you should feel as I do', or
'Because this pr1nc1p1e holds for the reasons I give, here
is the attitude you must take'. A story with a. moral is
thus likely to be‘an exhortation w1th1n.Jh1ch there is

) v . .
» L R . )

embtdded a narrative. ‘g . " %

v \E;raluative' information sha¥e® off into backgrAund
'.information or eveh into’ setting ify cases where it skrves.to
-build up the psychologica}'tone of 2 series of events. Here'
the general form would be 'Because people felt this way,

or because I' think th1ng§ were exceptlonally good this is
what happened as a consequence " Evaluations also mark the

s owe
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d%veIOpment and release of ten51on in a plot g1V1ng cues

as to how the action affects the part1c1pants’ view of thlngs
- R

~

and vzié versa. )
4. COLLATERAL 1 Yv’
. 3 - ’ | L LR
Some 1nformat10n in a narratlve instead of telllng
what did happen, tells wﬂat did not happen. It ranges over
p0551le events, angd in sq.d01ng sets off what actually does
, happemr against what might have happened. -

O

T T For example€, in:the Saramaccan text .referred to in

. [ .
Section 2, the narrator breaks the sequence of events after

®

the capsizing of‘the_canoe: 'The canoe overturned. The
father did_ not die. The ‘mdther Eid not die. The children
did not e. Instead, thé&y all escabed to land.' By®telling
what did \not happen to the participan®s, he throws <¢he signi-
ficant e™nt of their escape into relief. Aristotle $ists
'describing a thing in terms of what it is not' as a device
sfor impressiveness of':tyle; he attriQutes its ' recognition

to Antimachus (Rhet. 3:6), - s

The idea of collaterai information was brought to my
attention by William Labey i?'a lecture which\as far as 1 .
know remains unpublished. He also pointed out that '
collateral information (his term for it was 'comparators')
is not restricted to things that might have taken place but
did not. CSllateral information also fits into projected -

uestions, for example ra1$e alcernatlves’th&t

or mlght not turn ot to be s0; future tense forms

1mperat1ves d1rect people to do things that mlght or. might
not be accomp&1sned. All of these have the gffect of

P

>
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setting up alternatives.  Later in the text it is usually.
made clear which of the alternatives happens. At that
point the fatt that,alternate possibilities were mentioned

earlier makes what actually does happen stand out in

sharpef}relief‘than if it werewtold without collateral.

Céllateral‘}nformatjon, simply steted, relates _
non-events to events. By providing a rangé of non-events
that might tdake place, it heightens the eignificénce of the
real eveats. . ) B '

‘Collateral information also Has the effect of
antigipating content when, w1th reference to pro;ected time,
a number of alternat1ves arse Spelled out in advafce as

" possibilities. If one of these alternatives is the real

one, much of what has to be said about it has already been
ahead of time. In this respect collateral jinformation

sai
is not very different from foreshadowing.
I hawe already mentioned some of the grammatical
- forms that are characteristic of collateral information.
‘These are closely related to mood (15.3). The rest. of this
section gives details concerning collatetral forms.

Negation, first of all, is almost always collateral

-~ whether its temporal reference 15 in accompl1shed time or in
pro;ected tlme Events that do not take ‘place have signifi-
cance only in relation to what does happen Events about
which it is predicted that they will not happen still may
or may not gake place; if they do not then we are concerned
with' what else might happen.in the;r place; while if they do
happen contrary to the predictlon, the fact that a negative
prediction was made about them contributes }0 the higplighting

effect.. <
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k]

Adversatives are a form of negat¥on. Some impdy ‘.
ﬁhrallel but disjoint action: The} brought pickles but we

brought mustard conveys implicitly thex_dld not bring

mustard and we did not :brlng pickles. Other -adversatives

imply that the speake assume§'the.hearer to have inferred
an event that is plausible-but that did not in fact habpedc.g,‘

We'arrived late but were received immediately,lmpliés I, the

speaker, think that you, the hearer, must expect that if we ¥

were to arrive late the logical thing would be for oyr v v

reception to be postponed. Contrary %0 your expectation, we
4 .

were received immediately. .

: . e .~ W
Other negatives are not reatly collateral b&% are
hidden forms of positive statements. St. Paul' s 'we do not
want you to be ignorant' in 1 Thessalonians 4:13 is. J@'ﬁhls
type, the meaning is 'we want you to realize' follqgggﬂby
the coptent:of what the readers ought to know. Here the
negative has *apparently been raised into the main clau®€™ .
'we want X' from the embedded 'you shoulq not fail to realize!,
in which the Greek negative ouk is cancellediby the@Brivative’
a- of agnaeln te give the whole meaning equivalent tg,. you '
should realize', incorpofated in the stylistic device known
as litotes. The same privative enters*into the comp051t10n *
of lexical items that denote certain events. T;ese e s
are named by negatlon from some other word thag also denotes
an event but ‘of ‘a different (not necessarily antlthetlc&l)
»klnd ‘for example, athet&5 'disregard' from tltnemﬂ§
'establish'. Negatives of thls kind are not ﬂecessarlly

. at

. collate?al. . €

2

-

Questions are another grammatlcaﬁ form used for-
Indicating collateral information. They\have been di
frequently in the linguistic literatUre with regard t

LN
;1

'-
)
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information they pPresuppose or assume as over against what o
they inquire about (Fillmore and Langendoen 1971). When did

" John get here? presupposes that John did get here, and that °
the area of uncertainty is restricted to the time of his

arrival. When did you stop beating your wife? is more

complex; 1t assumes first that there was a time when you,

beat your wife, and second that there was a time after which
_you no longer beat hef, and the question is directed toward
ascertaining that tinme. The preSuppositions in a question

are almost like conditions laid down by the'speaker for the-
heérer to give an acceptable answer.” If the hearer accépts,
.the presuppositions, then he can give the missing information .

that is requested; if not, he is in a bind. . .
[ 2 ¢
y ' g .
The questions that are most characterlstlcally
collateral are polar or yes-no questions, since they

invariably impose &lternatives. Will Batman-escqpe?

presupposes an exclusive disjunction, a pair of alternatives
only one of which is acceptable: Either Batman will

escape or Batman will not escape; please tell me which is the

case. In English, a positive answer like yes or He will
asserts the positively phrased alternative even if the
question is stated using the negative member of the:paifﬁ
Won't Batman escape? expresses the same disjunction, differing

from the positive question principally in communicating in

the latter case that the speaker already has his own opinion,

but that he 1is 1nterested in getting the hearer' s reaction.
.

6Some 1anguages, including New Gu1nea P1dg1n and
*Huichol, have a different ratlonale for phrasing’ answers to
polar questions, The answer in English depends- upon
selectlngtzhe p051t1ve Oor negative member of the implléd

| diS}dnctlon, whlch‘exp}alns why-daslunctlon& that are not

s
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formed around truth valuee as such have to bevanswered in" .
other ways (yes,. for example is not an acceptable answe}
for will you have coffee or tea7) These other. languages,
however, answer with agreement or d1sagreement w1th‘the

member of the disjunction that is g1ven in the quest¥on.

J : Bai1i Batman }___ggnawe, 0 nogat? is equivalent in Pidgin to
_ Jnhehfaglish—3§3ﬁple and states the, zpositive member of the
e - pair, so that yes 'agreed' is equivalent to English yes and
nogat 'l disagree' as an answer is equivalent to English no.
But if the quest1on is negative, ba1 Batman i gg ranawe, o
- . — —--ev-- .. 3RSWer does'not expect him to eSCape and EEEEE Tl d1sagreé
with the member of the disjunction that was expressed 1n
the question' means that Ae does expect him to escape. See
Litteral 1969. L ‘

AR v

i . . . . , .
¥ In any case, polar questions express at least a
pair of alternatives. The alternatiyes remain opeh regard-
1ess of the answcr given to them; just because at one point .~
in a discourse one participant expresses an opinion that
" Batman will escape does not mean that he will., Polar ' . -
questions are therefore a useful device for introducing moreg |
than one alternat1ve at once: ' Even nonpolar questions with
: who, what when, where, hoy, why, afd the like may carry’ the -
,/”"‘7V'<: 1mpl1cat1on, for a part1CUlar d1sc&|}se that the person

/ asklng the question th1nks that there may be more than one

possible answer. Whlch regularly presupposes a set of . v
alternat1ves from which a choice is to be made. And the use

of alternatlves as a means of h1gh11ght1ng the part1cular

alternative shat actually ‘takes place is central to the idea

of collateral 1nforﬁﬂf’on. ot

w
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Rhetorical questions form a special case inm the ’

study of discourse. These are questions for which the answer
is’ ¥mplied by regular rules, so that none is actually given
in the text, or else for which the same person who asks the
question immediately supﬁlies the answer. A well known
example of the first is at the climax of Patrick Henry s

“speech of March 1775 to the Virginia Conventign lg life

.50 dear, or -peace 50 sweet, as to.be purchased at the price
of chains and slayery? .The second is found in St. Paul's
Epistle to £h$ Romans 6:1-2: 'Shdll we keep on -dei rong,
so that we may be treated all the more graciously? Q&

_course not!' e - C e e

Some languages, ipcluding Huichol, make use of rhe-
torical questions combined ‘with answers, but never of
unanswered rhetoriéal questioné. There may be certain
points in discourse at‘whiéh rhetorical questions are °
permitted, whereas they do not fit elsewhere; this is the
case in Munduruku (Sheffler ms).

Y N ?
Insof;r as rhetoriéal questions introduce 1nformatiak

that is different from what actually turns out .to be the

v case, they can be considered devices for introducdpg colla-
teral information. This is the case with both the examples
given above. Patrick Hénry is not inqu1r1ng into the prospects
of a life in chains and. slavery, he is setting up ‘a’ foil
against which his use of libertz in the next sentente stands s
opt mofe than it would if ad simply stood up 872 said
I want liberty. St. Paul gjizgs up the p0551b1211y of
keeping on dorng wrong- only for the purposerof k12§ his

negation of that plan of action stronger.

‘r

In Sarangani Manobo, however (DuBoi ms), what

IOOkS’llke a rhetorical question 1s used 1n a way ‘that is -
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&istinctly not collateral, but identificational. (Note the
use of negation as collateral in the preceding sentence )
The rhetorical question is followed 1mmed1ate1y by its-
answer, and 1s used to keep track of participants when a
group is Split.’ One of DuBois's examples illustrates this:
'Then Ken's wife 'disembarked and the two of them including
Lauretta stayed there at the airstrip. Where were we? We
rode the airplane first, the three of us. -Then the airplane
flew going to Davao. Where were they, Lauretta ang Ken's

wife? They waited for the airplane to return.'

N ’

Given the world the way it is, the pred1ct10n of an
event 1s no guarantee that the event will take place.
Instead, a prediction states one of several th1ngs that might
happen and at the same time expresses the op1n1on of the
predictor that that -is what will happen not somethlng else.
Other possible happenings may also‘'be predicted or brought
into the discourse by means of other collateral expressions.

"The 1nformation about what actually does happen,~then, may
take several forms. . If none of the collateral expre551ons
gave what really happened as one of the alternatives, it
must be stated as an event. ‘If it whs mentioned ahead of
time, however;.then it is not necessary 'td repeat any of the
content "that formed parf of the collateral mentioned, but
only to affirm whlch of the possibilities took place. They

‘were 82223 to Florlda for vacation, but ended up camplng ip

the Adlrondacks 111ustrates an event not introduced as -

collateral; They were e1ther gojng to gv to Florida for

vacation or camp in “the Adirondacks. They did the latter

illustrates the 1ntroduct10n in cgllateral of the same

"evemt,- followed by an anaphorlc reference to its mention

]

that g1ves it the status of a true event.

N .
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Predictions come in several degrges of relatlve
firpness: total expectatlgn probable, §3§61b1e and on

the negagive side, unlikely and impossible predictions.

From the point of viey'of using predictions as collateral
infotmation that points out alternatives in-discourse, it
seemsirrelevant whHich of the possible modalities is used
unless there 1s a dual sense to collaterality: perhaps the
event alternative. and whether 1t actually happened or not
are'one component, and the expectation of the person‘making
the predictlon and his feeling in relation to that when ‘

the event happens are a second component.

Quotations ften give collateral information. An

act of speaking in a discourse is, of course, i?/event in
ha

itself; but what is said is usually not. If i s the form~
of a denial, a question, or a prediction, the three regular
forms of collateral I have just discussed, then it is'
clearly collateral: She said, "He isn't in the house."

But -when we .unlocked the door ,¢ there he was uses a negative’

. quotation to add 51gn1f1cance by contrast to there he was.

She said, '"'Are you looking for Gorham?"  When we unlocked

the'door, there wag Simmons_ uses a question to suggest a

possine find that turns out to be different from the actual
find. gShe said, "You will find him in the second room on °

the rights" .Whem we unlocked the door, there he was sets up
a prediction ;n the quotation.

Not all quotations give collateral information.-
Quotations may also express .background information and
evaluations: The doctor said she should watch her weight.

So she went on a diet explains g01ng on a diet by quoting

— ——— —— — —

(indirectly in this case) what' the doctor said. As the
rocket curved toward orbit, the reporter whlspﬁred

"Beautlful'” conveys an evaluation,

'
]




The threcad -of discourse " 87 Grimes

~

Asqrangaé%e points out, furthermore, there are-
certain Kinds of discourse in which thére is a standing
assumption that -what is quoted is what happenéd. This
_dialogue form of discourse can be considered- a specialized
version of narrative; it is Se&uentially oriented in
accomplished time. It could be cogsidered fhewgef%nlt or
unmarked case of collateral quotation, in‘which only one”

}

possibility for each event is introduced via quotation, A

¢

and since there are no alternatives, what is mentioned iﬁ
tacitly taken to be what happened: The canoe glided

4 t
between the islands. "Closer in to the shore.™ '"Far

enough?" "Hold her there while I see if I can raise

anyone.' No answer from the forese. "Try again.," '"'Hello
anyone N0 iry again 0gllio

the island," ''Marlowe!" '"Take her ashor®." Radio drama

without narration develgped this kind of discourse into an

art form; even stdge and television pi;}b depend heavily

narration in many

[ 4

on it, and it is a popular forg of ora
languages. . )
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. CHAPTER FIVE
" IHE SPEAKER AND HEARER IN DISCOURSE

. -

Both the form and the content of any discourse are
influenced by who is speaking and who is listening. The
specaker-hearer-situation factors can be représented in
linguistic theory via the notion of performative information.

The 1dea is’ this (Austin 1962, Searle 1969, Ross
1970): 1in any language there  aTe certain words called
performatives which'under the right conditions denote actions

that are pef?orTed 1n the uttering of the words themselves.
When the minister says I pronounce you man and wife a couple

are thereby made man and wife; if I say I bet you ten dollars

¥ . . - - . .
the Cubs will win you can hold me to it if they lose.
There are, however, restrictions on pefformative
. - 4
utterances. They must be in thé first person and the
present tense; the minister “cannot say to someqQne, else you
pronounce them man and wife and thereby penform a marriage,

and if he'says I pronounced you man and wife he is reminis-

cing, not exercising his office. There arﬁlso extra+
ake ‘those perfor- :

linguistic conditions that are r%g§irgd to
matives stick; in American‘sociéiy, for example, a bartender .
or a ship captain on shore Or a seminary .student or an
elementary school pupil can say I pronounce you man and wife;'

but only a minister of religion, a justife of "the peace, or
a ship captain on the high seas can say it in a way that
performs the action. "In the same way,.'the people it is
addressed to must be of different.sexesz above a certain
age, and not married to anyone else. |
DR ‘6%/89

T
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. ’

Certain performatives are quite common and are free
of special limitations on their use. ,I hereby order ng<:j
to turn left and numerous equivalent forms are one kind
that is se common that there is a grammatical shorthand for
it: tufn*left an imperative, Another large family’ of
performatives®can be paraphrased into a form like that of
Somebody stole -the garlic. I hereby request you to identify
that somebody. The grammatical shorthand for this is the
question form Who stole ‘the garlic? By far the largest
family of performatives fit the pattern I hereby 1nform X_;
that your back porch just fell off, for which the conven-
tional shorthand is the declarative Your back porch just
fell off. Behind even simple utterances, then, it is possible
to say that there stands a perforﬁative element that recog-
nizes the identity of the speaker, the Fearer, and the
ﬁltuatlon within which they are commuriicating.

we

Fou
The recognition of implicit performatlves behind

commands, questions, and statements, as well as explicit
performatlves, paves the way for linguistic handling of
situational factors in discourse. Specifically, it gives a

\

place 1n‘11ngu15t1crénaly51s for what are conventionally
-known as de1ct1c (pointing) elements like 'this' and "that'
or 'here' -__H—T_here', and for ‘persan categories like me'
and 'you', Assumqng a performatlve beh1nd every discourse,
and’ even behind parts of discourses;in addition to the global
performatlve, makes it possible to talk about persons, time,
and‘place in a.way:that would be very hard to: explain other-
wise within the bounds of a theory of'}hnguage.

In the case of persons (and for that matter 'ObJECtS)

. the recqgnrtlon of jhé speaker-hearer axis in communication
is the basis for as

ignment of person categories. This seems.
- ' “ " -
. ¢
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trivial or obvious for a discourse that has a single perfor-
mative like 'I, the speaker, hereby inform you, the Nearer,
that ...' that dominates it; there the person speaking is
always I and the person spoken. to is always.you. Pike and
Lowe, howcver,ﬁhavc probed one class of discourses in which

this simple assignment is not possfble (1969, see alsp
Lowe 1969). ¢ -

Their .case involves a situation in which three

---Tndividuals, call them Al, Bill, and Charlie, or A, B, and

C, are talking.. Suppose that A is speaking to B; then A.is
I and B is.you and C is he. But now suppose A says to B,
"You said to him, ' see you.'" The last instance of I does
not refer to A" but to B, and the Yast instance of you does
not refer to B but to C, even though the whole thing is
spoken by A to B. The key to understanding the person -
assignment is that every instance of direc¢t discourse: intro-
duces a new, limited, aﬁd:Joqal performative En which the
person who utters the direct quotation is I and his hearer
is you, regardless of what other perfarmative.dominates.
Lowe presents a theOrem based on the theory of finite
permutatlon groups, wh1ch ‘as far as I can tell predicts all
cases and works for all languages, for any depth of
embedding of performatives via direct quotatiéns,

Performatives are pertinent in the identification of
participants in,other cases besides direct'&iscourge, but in
a different wey. In . direct discourse person assigmments are
derived by Lowe's. Theorem from the 1mmed1ate1y dominating
performative. The asq’gnment of persons 1n that performa-
tive js faken from the one that dominates, 1t and $O on up
t ladder until the highest is reached. Everywhere ekfe,

jowever, 1pclud1ng 1nd1rect discourse and statements, person

«

— ! - [ 4
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a551gnments are. taken dlrectlyq%rOm the most remote performa- \
tlve, that 1s, the one thﬁt\dOmlnates the entire ‘discourse
and therefore reflects the att#al speech situation. Th 5 ’

. shows up if we paraphrase the’ example’ just given in such a 5
way .as to show the performative elements ) \‘ R
| - «(a) I, the author, hereby Ainform you, ‘the reader, that '

{b) <A said to B, quote (new performat1ve)
(C) @ "I, A, hereby inform you, B, that v
T () e— you, B,'sa1d to him, C, quote (new performatlve)
i . ’ (e) - "I, 'B, hereby inform you, C, that: P
b a (f) - I, B, see you, C.'"' N , T
Any paraphrase of this that uses only 1nd1rect dlscourse
goes into the third Person and is h1gh1y agpaguous in
- English even with full 1ntonat10n,gbecause‘nelther A nor B
\ ' nor C 1s the author ‘or the reader: ‘!}sald to B that he said ‘ .
’ to him that he saw him. , With explici? identification of C '
there is “less amblgu1ty; but still enough to-inhibit ‘ \\

communicatifon: A said to B that he $aid to ¢ that he saw
. him." - ‘

2 \ . . . ’ .;
Q‘\Q ' In addition.to the identifications that relate to . — ’ ‘ -
. Pperformatives, there are other less easily recognizable
‘\' ;‘factors whose effects can be seen 1nvthe outer fprm of _
5 T \language and }hat find their place in the conceptual scheme
. of 11ngu1st1cs by virtue of their rélat1qn to performatives, .
Here first of all, is where the spéaker”s entire image pf
h1mse1f as a person is accessible td the linguistic

system 1 Here also is the place 1n|11nguistic strqeture for

-~ . \ ) . ; .
\ 1As Arlstotle says, 'the spdaker ,»++ Must give the . ’
right 1mpre551dn of himself! (Rhet.;Z 1). He also points .

//; out comstraints between who the speaker is and what he says: . .

\ 'In a young man, \uttering maxims 1s-¥11ke te111ng stor1es~-

\
:\. . - .
. R N . ' N -
\ .
\ e

a Y
' A
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unbecomlng, ‘and to use them in a realm where one lacks
g . . experience is stupid apd boorish' (Rhet, 2: 21).

P
b

L4

‘ l registering the speaker's assessment.of who the hearer is,
fwhat he knows, how he feels, and what he might do as a résult

of what the speaker says.’ Both images may change during

the course of speech as a result of feedback signals from

- the ‘hearer to the -speaker; but ‘it is in terms of what the.

1 Speaket holds ab0ut both hiniself and’ the heargr at the

moment {hat he” phrases'what he says next.

, . ' . . For examp}e I, thé author estimate you, the
reader,, to be generally informed about the field of 11ngu15-

tics$ and as a colsequence I write noun phrase without

¥ ' botherlng to glve you an explanation.* I expect that you are
- . mlldly 1nterested in the subjeét of discourse and hlghly
intercsted in one or two points. * Because I do not know
. whlch of the p01nts I am maklng those are, I try-to say
v cnough on each that- you can grasp what 1 think about it. v
. At thc same time ] try to g1ve enough 51gnaLs about theg ‘
rcldtlonshlps between one _point. and dncther” fhat you can v
. - sk1m anything of wh1ch all you want~1s the drlft. E _is
. ' _ _ . & s -
On the other hand, -if I thought that'you wer% a-
hlgh school student required perhaps by the state. boafﬁ of
. education to taKe a course in the discourse pattérns of
English in ordeé to graduaf?‘ but were really more, 1nterested
3 in what _is go1ng to happen at football practice, the whole . .

prcsentatlon would -be dlfferent.' I might even tell better

"

Jokes. I would certaanly leaye out most of ‘the explanatlons
' | *and. alternative hypoth@ses, and would present English.
,'~ . .+ . discourse. Structure on a take-it-or- 1eave -it- but it-makes-
| \ sense-tb-take-it baSI§ ‘lRather than glJlng on}y*enough |
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examples that a motivated person can pick up one and then' .
sunply as many as~he wants of his own, I would give a range

- “of examples for each p01nt and Teinforce them wWith exercises »
.- in which you would either have to find your own examples or
show how some new examplés (called 'problems') relate to-ones
already given. I would not talk about Mundurukd or: Manobo
+ - unless I thought that doing so might make something in ' A
) ‘English -easier to understa d.* Furthermore, my estimate of
you would not change, becguse the only feedback I could get
- { " would be after I, had f1nlshed wr1t1ng the book and had tried
' it out in the classroom, - K

rd
. .

. * Aristotle notes (Rhet 1:9) that 'whatever the quallty ¢
an audience esteems, the speaker must atttibute that quality
to the obJect of his praise, whether the audience be Scythians,

-

or’Spartans, or scholars' . -
| \
The performative element not only serve5/fofre1ate . - . X
persons to the discourse, but also to act as the zero point ' -.
{ for time reference: In terms of Litteral's time index
; discussed in 3.1, the time axis of a discourse can be \ !
| represented by the real number line. Zero matches the time -
j . .the actual act1v1ty utterlng the discourse begins, the : !
| negatlve par of/tﬁi line matches things that happen before i
4;j ' then, and the positive part matches both the uttering of the . '
| ' discourse -itself and events in the future that are talked
l about.."Each event, includipg the utterlng of the discourse
\ itself, would therr be represented by an 0pen set of points
on the - time 11ne indexed as described earlier.

-

- - )
"English’ words 11ke now, ago, and yet have explicit’ S

reference ‘to the relatlon between the time of speaking and _— S
a time referred to. Other words are independent of this

» ¥
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relation;.Pidgin nau, for efample, even though it comes from
English.now, refers in narrative to the next thing in the
sequence bedng narrated, not to the time of narration.

- ) ) .

. Tense systems are‘defined at least partly,Ln terms

of this correspondence between the time relations that are
inherent in what happens and the relation of the happening
to the te111ng Some tense systems, like that of Halia
(Jerry Allen ms), ‘divide this area rather fine: the Halia
past tense includes events up to and including the day before~—-
the day -en which speech takes place. The nonpast is further
divided into completlve, progressive, and the 1ntent1ve
aspects, whlch in terms of the time framework correSpond to
events that took place elrlier. on the day of speaking,
events in progress at the time of speaflng, and contemplated

-

y

Relationships between the time, of happening.and the

-

events,

) t1me of speaking may be indicated overtly as. in Halia, or

LY

they may be established by a single time reference and then
‘not mentioned again. “This is somewhat like the English
historical present: First he goes and finds the g1rl then

he shows her the ring can be either a _blow-by-blow descrip-

tion of somethlng that is happenlng aE‘§he -time of speaking
(visualize a detective h1dden in the/arras’ whispering into a
tape. recorder) or a narration of somethlng that happened, .
say, three thousand years ago, told so as to create an air of
immediacy. Intermediate between the use of tense to index
every event for time and the total absence of time 1ndex1ng
is the 1ndex1ng by paragraphs reported by Dye for Bahinemo
(Longacre 1968). A dependent clause at the beginning of

each Bahinemo .narrative paragraph gives the relation of the
paragraph as a whole to the time of narration; from there on

the narration of the events that take place is tenseless.
- <

N

. [}
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Tense dlsplacement was mentioned in connection with
the use of - antecedent events and foreshadow1ngs for explana-
tion in 4.2. In Engllsh the® past perfect forms regularly
1nd1cate displacement out of the main time 11ne of a dlscourse
1nto A subsidiary time 11ne (or into a segregated section
of a single ti e,11ne,,moﬂe propefly). The car arrived at
ter. They had been delayed by a flash flood g,Egide'§£ town

JNe got in and left anyway, hoping to make up the time oh the

opep highway. Dependent temporal clauses with nonpast
ngbs, ingzoduced with words like after, before, and whijle,

oz indep¢gndent clauses with future verbs, denote time -

"displacéments projected into the- future from the time of

of/ the performative

speak%ﬁg. Collateral forms (4.4) involving questions and
pred}étions‘regularly signal displacement into-the future.

The place where an act of speech occurs is also part
information for that act /of speech.
The position of'epeéker and hearer relative to each other,
heir surroundings, and the relationships between all thi
and the things they are talking about influence to a certain-
extent the linguistic ferms they cheose.

i l o~

For example, when talklng about thlngs in the .
1mmed1ate Speech 51tuat10n, Engllsh speakers distinguish

-thlS something near the speaker from that, something mot

A

near the speaker though possibly near, ‘the hearer. When
talking ab6ﬁt abstractlons or ‘about thlngs outside the speech
situatioh, however, the use of this and that loses its -
Spat1z{ component and takes on a reference to what' the speaker

has. or has not said alrea;i;~ The point is this: you have
Eé/forgft all that has thlS-pé

1s about “to say and that pointing back to uhat -has already
been said (Halllday 1967b) POrtuguese makes a three-way

Spatfal dlstlnctlon ,e$te for somethlag near ‘'the speaker,

inting ahead to what the Speaker

esse for something near the hearer, and aquele for somethlng

relatlvely remote from both Ilocano (Thomas) has four
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.maca refeTs(fo a participant who has been placed in focus,
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degrees: near the speaker, near.the hearer, near both, and
remote from. both. In Huichol 'hére is a complex s}stem of
reference either to the surfacB\of the earth as seen by the
speaker or to. pos1t10n of the bpdy of a human or animal .
(Grimes 1964). ’ ’

]

~.,...~.~.‘

Baca1r1 (Wheatley ms) ma kes a four-way distinction
in’ pronmouns that depends’partly uwpon how they are‘related

‘to the s1tuat10n of speaking. mira 'this one' refers only

to ;yﬁeone relatlvely close to the speaker; in the case of
an émbcdded performative, it can |be used with reference to
the speaker who uttered the embei

when defined in relation to the pbrformat1ve refers to

ded performatlve maca

someo.ne’ far away but in sight 6f Ethe speaker, whﬂlle M
refers to someone closer. OverlaPping the performative
oriented pronouns, however, is a ?1scourse oriented system
that makes no reference to the situation of speaking, but
only to what is being said. At the end of this scale is
inara 'he', which can refer oenly {o someone who has a}ready
been identified verbally. maca ard auaca also play a part
in this system; but when they are;used in relation to the’
verbal context rather ﬁhan‘the context of the act.of speaking

A

J— -

‘In terms of Chapters 19 and 21, Wheatley's focus
would probably be comsidered a kidd of high level ‘théme.

t

-in the center of the stage as it were, and auaca refers to.

any other nonfocal participant. [There are also inanimate
. r .
and athematic counterparts for thg fours mentioned here,

)

Some discourses have. a

which. are animate and thematic.) :

point of confusion that comes abomt like this: First
' maca 'he "far' and auaca ‘he, neér' ‘are used to introduce
S } N
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part%cipants that are present in the situation of speaking.
Then the nearer participant is taken as focal with reference
to the discourse, ﬁhd'the system shifts so that the speakér
is using maca 'he, focal' for the nearer character and
auaca 'he, nonfecal' for the more distant one. This shift
from situational to\textual reference gives the” effect of a

flip in pronoun reference in the middle of a text. *

) In Oksapmin (Helen Lawrence ms) events are told
relative to a setting. This setting may be def}ned by where
the speaker is located as he is speaking, or it may be
defined by where somebbdy who reported the scerm® to the
speaker was located when he observed it. Ln either case the
setting has an imaginary boundary: the walls of a room, ¥
‘the rim of a valley, the bounds‘of a village, the shores of
the island of New .Guinea. This boundary is never made
eiplf&it. The use of words like matai 'here' and atai
'thé}e', moh 'this 6ne' and oh 'that one', masoh 'aiong
here' and asoh 'along there', héwever, 1s always split with
reference to that boundary, so that the proximal words (the
ones that begin with m-) refer to locations inside the
‘boundary and their distal counterparts refer to locations
outside the boundary. The hearer is left to dedyce where
the boundary is. English near/far seem to be distinguished
in a similar way. Bierwisch((1967) has—disewssed a number
of relative factors bf this Kind -in reference.

In addition to position relative to-the speaker and
hearer, some langoages distinguish motion relative to the

speaker and hearer. These motiona may involve a reference

surface in addition to the positiof of the speaker and

hearer themselves, as-in the Anggor distinction between

N
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motion upstrcam from the speaker, downstream from the speaker,

down a decllvlty from*the speaker, OTr across a stream from . '
the speaker (Shirley Litteral ms). .
[N N .
, The proﬁenties of English go and come when used in

relation to speaker and hearer have been discussed by
Fillmore (1968y. It seems to be a quirk of English that
come: not _only 1mp11es motion in the d1rect1o# of the speaker, . T e

————

as in come here, but also motion 1n the d1rect10n of the
’ hearer, as in I'm comi‘né to your side of the room. - Furthef-
more, in the case of projected time, the.motion is not

- necessarily in terms of where the speaker and the hearer
t\ are at the time of speaking, but may be in termz.of where ‘
' either the speaker ‘or the hearer expects to‘be at the time - .
of the projected action: 1'll come over to your house on

. _— luesday implying that the speaker expects to find the -
N hearer home, or Come to the park for supper, implying that

the speaker expects to,already be in the park. " 4

. In Saramaccan Glock and I found that the distribution wa
- ' .of verbs meaning 'come' and 'go' (1970) permitted me to
identify where Glock had recorded ome text. Eam‘_come'
always implies motion in the direction of the speaker, while ‘ " /
‘g0 'go' is.used for motion in any other direction. Every
kam in’ the text but'one pointed toward the city of Paramaribo,
{ o which is outside the Saramaccan area‘but is where the P
recording was in fact made. The .exception.involved a local
performative in which one participant sent a message request- -
. ing his brother to kam to where he was when he sent the

message, so that that instance fit the pattern defined by '

the performative as well. .
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. o o Both Hulchol and ancient Greek seem to conceptualiwe
':\‘ ) " time 11ng915t1ca11y in térms of a h11151de on which the ]
' S ST speaker stands. Ih Greek the past is uph111 (ana) and the -
- future doynhill (kata) In Hufchol, on thq other hand, ‘ o
e —— - future tlme is uphlll from the speaker and- past time- down- ]
Le\ ' ' ' oo h111 ~Some- Hu1chol tnme words, furthermore, have the form' - N _
L ce ‘. of verbal- words w1th directional prefixes approprlate toa " ) ‘,f
- . hillside pgrspa£t1ve: Fotr time ahead for .example, the
usual words are ?wza+?aa 'tomorrow'; waarie 'day after

‘s tomorrow', ?aaye1+mana 'thé day after the day after tomorrow, ' &

ORI three days hence', the Verb 11ke ranut1+7aaye1+mana 'up to _
. . .

the ‘top of the day - after the day after tomorrow, four days ’ - ",

hence','and zei manafyaar1c1e ‘'on one tjime unit ahead ‘five ~

e o days hence' Ihe‘analogOus series in the past is takai _
.- . yesterday ’aaty 'day before yesterday!, .the verb-like .
AR C ranuka*9aatu 'down behind the day before yesterday, three

Y Y . .- days ago“z ‘and ze1 °aatu+yaar1*c1e on one “time unit beh1nd, -

5 B - four days ago’ o .




To keep the chart from being crowded, I use the conventlon' :
.that 1nformat10n of a Part;cular k1nd is written beglnnlng
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. . L CHAPTER ‘SIX. - * oS / X
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¥ KINDS OF -INFORMATION IN DISCQURSE e ,
‘ . . < ) - ' :f, a L . [ ’, '/ . R ‘ a;
1. A WORK SHEET L T o
‘ .i g e 4 o . .:'

~ < 1

The~ ldea of dlfferent Kinds of- 1nformat1on in a

text is mdre easily g to use 1f there can be a d1’5play of )
text’ that lays ‘out each kind of informefion in a way that . _
can be a551m11ated at a glapce. Flgure 6.4 is the ‘'skeleton - "
of such”a display. It is a deveIopment‘of the dlagrams* - . * P
used by Gleason and LCromack. Mrckey(St?‘t deveroped a . & ’ ' -
horizontal version of it which she fgsténed at eyd level ‘ T ‘ '
dround she walls of & .réom to dlsplay an ent1re taxt. ,The 4 . .

cyrrent form.was worked ocut by‘Robert C. Thurman who used ' ¢ . ~

it in hlS study of Chuave (ms). . * - - ' . : 2

. . - . . f\ . N T u - %
v * : R ” a" N R L) ) -

..‘. I T . < -
The vertical columns on the chart cor®spond to_ the o e

.varlous kinds. of 1nformat10n,dlstlngulshed in text's: ' . ,;

events, 1dent1f1catlon settlng, background (Wthh to save . =
space includes avaluatlons), collateral .and performatlve ¥ ' a

»
A¥ 3

under the correspondlng headlng, bdt the -rest of the "infor- . 4 A~ _ :
mation.may be carried as far fo the rlght as. needed this is ) . *
more convenient-"than trylng to keep every¢h1ng within narrow”

vertical columns Th'e paral}lel vertical lihes are for the

part1c1pants, one 11ne per part1c1pant For.each event'a-- " o P
line is drdwn from the lexical elements ‘that represent the “"' ' .
event to ‘the vertical llne% that represent the part1c1pants o S :

in the event. ; Where identifications are given for the

participants, lines are drawn from the other side to show ° *
" which identification belongs. with which participamt. @ a
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The most comfortable worklng format is to match a
Thurman chart with a~page of text.. The text is sristen out,
double spdced at about one c}ause per(l&ne auses
require more than one line, and one may not. able to decide
. what -a clause is- untll after the analysis 1S‘f1n1shed but
in general the clause is a convenient chunk to work with, The
- text pagerls fastened to the Thurman chart with the text an
- the left and the -Chart fn the r1ght ‘as in-Figure 6.2,
‘Thén the 1hf0rmat40n frpm,each clguse is copied into the
appropriate plaqe on the chart If "there seems to be no
place on the chart that 1s.appropr te for some piece of the
clause, as, sometlmes happens in th case” “of connectlves,‘ s
that informatlon is pyt 1n one of the margins of the chart
as a residue. ‘

H
* [}
-

I have taken for 111ustrat10n a narrative ‘in English,
the 0pen1ng sentences of C. S Lewis' s Out of the Silent. 4
Planet. The flrst clagges appéar on the ‘left in Figure 6.2,
On. the Thurman gh%rt ::gthe right of Figure~§.2 the events
in this section of the narratlve are.copied 0ppos1te the
clauses they come from ‘and each event, is connected to one
(thé leftmost) part1c1pant 13ne to 1n91cate thatﬂlt is a
single person who stuffed his map 1nt5ﬂh1s pg;ket (2);
settled his pack on his shbulders (%), stepped out, (4), and
' set out at once (10).. If A@her partlc{@an}s were 1nvolved
"# the events,}each of them would be connected to 4 separate
participant 1ine. . - BN . :

-’

.

4
Figure 6.3 takes the chart one step farther " Here

" the 1dent1f1cat10na1 materlal connectgd with each event is
added and connected up to show reference. (Here, s1nce there
"is but one part1c1pant on stage the connectidns are ‘T
obvious; but where there® are two, or more part1t1pahts thig, =2~
is not always so. ) The’ part1c1pant is first brought onts~

‘the scene as the Pedestrian (2) In the next two.clauses ;

*

Wthh represent a. tightly knlt sequgnce of actions that could

N -
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drops of the thundershower had hardly '
d ased falllng

[

2, when the Pedestr1an stuffed *his map into his pocket,

settled his pack more comfortébly on h1s tired
shoulders

and stepped out from the shelter of a large
chestnut -tree into.the m1ddle “of the road

Sa., A vielent. yellqnﬁgunset was pour1ng through a rift
el in the clouds to westward,

L

bdt stra1ght ghead over the ‘hills the sky was
" the’ colour of dark slate

L 14

Every tree and blade of grass was'dripping,'

8., and‘the road shone like a river,

<

".*‘*5‘&' .The. Pedestr1an wasted no t1me on the lands;:ape .

~. 10. but set ‘out at *&fde wEth the&determ1ned stride .
k of a good walker ¥

~

I3

11." who has lately realized that he w1ll‘have to walk
farthzf than: he.intended.

12. That, indeed, was his Situation.

%
—~

13. If he had chosen to look back;.

14, which he did not,
3 N \
15. he could Iave seen tfie spire of Much Nadderby,

16. and, seeing it

*
§ o 3

Figure 6.2a. Text written out by clauses.
C. S. Lewis, Out -of the silent planet, Page 1

Y .
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be taken.as.aspects of a single action, he is not identified
at all as the doer of the actions, ‘but is only mentioned
indirectly by his (3). The Pédestrian is repeated in 9,
after a scénic interlude, in an identification that spaﬁs
the event in 10 as well as 9 by means of fhe conjunction 9231
in 10. In non-events 12 through 15 the participant is .
1dent1f1éd¢by he- and his, but in 16, even though he is the
one who would have done the seeing, he is not identified
explicitly, but only implicitly through the agreement of

the participial construction. / :

-

+ Figure 6.4 adds -setting information. Many narratives

gggin with nothing but sétting and identification and get
., down to the bu51ness of events only after a few hundred words.
.of the other. Here, however, events are 1nterspersed with
setting from the start: The last drops of the thundershower
had hardly ceased fallfhg when ... (1), ... from th& shelter
of a large chestnut-tree into the middle of the’road (4,

A viplent yellow sunset was pouring through a rift in the
clouds to westward (5), but straight ahead over the hills
the sky wae "the colour 6f dark slate (6}, Every tree and
blade of grass was dripping (7), and .the road.shone like a
river (8). The Village name Much Nadderby (15), though part.
of a collateral section, is setondarily part of the settlng
system as well.

‘Figure 6.4 also .includes backgroﬁnd information.
A b1t of minor background in-3 tells how! the Pedestrian
felt as the scene opened: more comfortaB suggests that
"his pack was less tlan maximally comfortgéfé, and tired
explains the basis for his: subsequent thoughts about the
hospitality of Much Nadderby. Sentence 12 refers to the same
feeling anaphorically in That, indeed,nwas his situation,
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A
The last drops of the thunder-

. .shower had - ardly ceéased

. “falling when . = - .
stuffed mapa<; dm—the Pedestrian
‘into pogket | ~ his ... his -
settled pack=) # ... his ... his
“on shouldctsy | -

T d

stepped out—— 1 . from the shelter of a large
) chestnut-tree
.into the middie of the road.

A violent yelldw sumset
was'ﬁauring through 23 rift
in -the clouds o westward,

but straight ahcad over the
hills the sky was- the
w colour_of dark slate,

' Every tr%e and blade of : -
grass was;dripping, :
‘and. the roLd siyne .
- *1like- a river, - ' =
The Pedestrian

iéfoé‘éiv T 2 e e
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o
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of Much Nadderfy .
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§-ing

»
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s

'Figure 6.4. Setting and
background._ .
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which uses the hypothgtiéal description imr 10-11 tp expand
on the simple physical weariness of 3.

The ninth clauge is a classical piece of collateral.
It highlights what thgiPedestrian did do by telling first
~what he did not do: . wasted no time on the landscape but ...
The last four clauses aaso tell what he did-not &o, and
what the consequences would have been if he had done it;
"in the process information about the setting, and 1Qie{

on in the passage ifformatiom- about background,‘are also
brought in almost incidentally. Figure 6.5 shows the colla-
aim O

teral information added to the chart. _ . . ¢
) .

\

. "
.. The performative informatio% in which the refation

of speaker to_ hearer (author ép reader in this case) and.
the speech situation (here, reading what is known to be a
work of fiction) are taken into account, does not show up
as coherent stretches, as in I am going to tell you what
happened to a friend of mine on a walking tour or-Bet you

. .thought he woqig stop to admire the landscape, didn't you?,

which a less skilled raconteur might use. Instead, the
author cuts corners by forcing the readér into making many
small assumptions that project.the reader more precipitously
into the scene; the narrator does not have to laythis
groundwork in the heavy foot&d way a trial lawyeredoes.

The definite article of the thundershower in 1 says,

"I know and you know what thundershower we are talking about; .
“so I won't delay things by telling you that one took place.'
. - The Pedestrian (2), the road (4), the clouds to westward (5),
and the hills (6) manipulate the definite article in the

same way, treating them as already\{ifroduced and therefore
needing no further preliminaries. (Pedestrian actually
o )

.
-
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" The last drops of the thunder-
shower had hardly ceased
falling when . :

the Pedestrian

his ... his

§ .:. his ... his ,
more comfortably
tired

from the shelter of a large
chestnut-tree_
into the middle of the road.

A violent yellow sun
' was pouring through
.in the clouds to :

but straight ahead cver: the
hills the skv was the
colour of dark slate.

Every tree.and blade cf
grass was dripping, ;
ard the road shore
like a river.

The Pedestrian " wasted no time on
the landscape, but

set out
at once

f with the determined stricde

he will have to walk

of a good walker
who has lately realized that
Y\ farther than he intendec.

That, indeed, was
... Sltuation.

1£:,.. had chos-
en to look back,

which \.. did
‘not,
could havé seen

: « the spire.
of Much Nadderby :

P-ing : and, seeing %:;

Figure 6.5 tollateral information.
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sneaks in i&&OOd amoﬁnt of 1nformat10n at the same time
that the is cozylng up to the reader by suggesting .experiences
~ previously shared by him and the author. If Lewis had
- -actually been talking .to a, friend about a situation they
both knew, however, hg would not have had to make sure, as
he does here, that before too many paragraphs went by .the
Pedestrian had Qfen identified_as<a Cambridge don named
Ransom out on a holiday and had given his height, age, and
dress.  The' friend would have known.). c -

Other performative information appears under 5th¢r

guises than the definite article used in places where a man
from Mars might‘hot know what to make of 1t. His man (2)
and his pack (3) are also deflnlte, and in the same way say,
"I know you remember ‘what he locked like; Just let me remind .
you of a couple of details of it." Grass (7] "Is @ mass noun
used in the same definite sense: "You rememper the scene
where it took place. There was a chestnut'{zze beside a
road that went’thr0uéh.a grassy place, then on into some
hills; and he was not:headed west.” Even the introduction
o the village is by name, direct, as though it were a_
‘tommon scene for the alithor and.the reader alike.

" A few of the definite forms do not reflect the
assumed relationship between author and reader in this way.
Insteéd they reflect what the atthor assumeg the reader knows
in terms of broadly shared experiences of life. The last
drops (lj are a natural part of any thundershower, a pocket
(2) is stdndard equipment of any pedestrian in temperate
climates (though the use of clothing plus the d15t1nct1ve1y
.English ferm of village name could be construed as indirect
1nf9rmat1on, "1 expect you to realize that all this took
place in the English countryside'), and once you admit a

L 4
.
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pe&estriah Xouﬂwduld be highly‘surprised.unless he had

shoulders (3). Even the spire (i5) is & Standard architet-

tural characteristic of small English towns cited in'litera-

ture, and thbreﬁore highly predictable.

The deﬁ%ript@ye phrase of 10 and 11 relates to the
Speaker's-asse%smenp of the hedrer that is implicit in the
performative in the following sense: "You know how a good
walker 'goes into a-determined stride if he has lately 4
realized that he will have 'to walk farther than he'iﬁtghded?
Let me evoke that image in connection with what happened.'
On,tﬁe other hands since*anything at all in the vogabulaéy
evokes some sort of id%ge in the same sense, it might be
better not to lay stress heré on the 'immediate speaker-
hearér relation, especially since the author is not suggesting

" that the reader should be thinking of a particular good..._— — .. .
walker who has revised his navigation. If it were' that
‘particular, it would put the descriptive into the category
of an embellishment of the event itself. 9

The display of information given on a Thurman chart

of text 1is fg; first step toward looking for systematic

relations among parts of the text. It gets things out where
we can see .them.
-

2. SPAN ANALYSIS

From there it is possible to go on to another level
of abstraction further removed from the text itself, namelf
the plot;ing of ‘spans. Spans represen? stretches of text
within which there 1S some kind of uniformity. <Certain kinds
of uniformity h;ye already turned out to be useful for

characterizing discourse structure in several languages, and
. ) .
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’
so are mentioned here. ‘It would be surprising if there were

not other kinds of spans that are relevant.

»

’ 3

.. ——rl
"t —
v
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If we take a page and write clause numbers down .the
left hand- margin correSpondlng to the clause numbers on the
Thurman chart, though more closely Spaced we have a frame-
work for a plot of spans in text. Each span is represented
by a vertical line, sometimes broken by a horazontal lige i
‘or 1nterspersed by symbols. This representation makes it
possible to put many spans on a single page so that they

can be compared with one another. )

Setting EpanS'are the most obvious pnes'to look for
in narratives. One vertical line indicates all the actions
‘that take place in a single spatial location, and another
vertical line indicates all the actions that take place in
a single time sequence. A horizontal line that shows . where}
a span 1s~broken is dseful for matching spans acrosg the
page. If a time index backs up tob repeat a sequence, or.if
thexre is a resetting of the time of an action in terms of
another hour or day, this 'starts a new time span.

It is possible to.plot spans for each of the seven
distinct kinds of 1nformat10n in dlSCOUTS& that I have
discussed: events', 1dent1frcat1ons, settings, background,
evaluations, collateral, and perfoematives. A series of-
clauses that gives a sequence of events, for example,
appears as a vertical fine, while another series dedicated
to backgronnd information is represented by anogher line.

If seven 11nes are dedicated to different k1nds of information, .
this’ part of the span chart is equ1va1ent to a compressed

ve151on of the Thurman chart. As.such it can be quite usefu]
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in thar'lt yresents the same 1nformat10n in a less deta11ed
way that makes it comparable w;th stlll.ether spans.

.
*

For pIotting identification witﬁin this framewdrk,
however, it is. useful to go into moreé detall than simply to
show which” clauses are identificational.s In Figure 6.3, fer
example there is a fegularity about the ways in Wthh the
3dent1ty of the sole part1c1pant is eXpressed Flrst he is
the- Pedestrlan, then there are four references that. invalve '
him: his map,. his pocket, his pack, and*his tired shoulders.
In the next clause he is referred to but is identified only

1mp11c1t1y " Then four clauses go by without‘any'reference

to him. The next time he appears he is'given an identifica-
tion that is as, complete as the. 1dent1f1cat10n by which he
was brought on stage: again he is. the Pedestrlan.' The
reference to him that follows in 10, like tHe one 1n ‘4,

lacks explicit identification. Then 12 through 15 usehis
and he, followed by np identificatjon in 16.

’ - ¢

The pattern here 1s common enough in different
‘languages that' I would label it a series of identification
spans. . An identification span consists of a series of '
- Identifications of the same participant, not necessarily in
contiguous clauses, 1n.wh1ch no 1dent1f1cation i$ stronger
than the one before it. Strength ‘of identification is a

4

rank:ng that goes from proper names like Georgg bashgggtpn
Carver to explicit descriptives like the mechanic who fixed
tour g_perator in Arkansas to common néuns like the teacher
to nouns used generically 1li%ke the fellow to pronouns 11ke
him to reference without 1dent1ficat10n. The text in the
example contains three identification Spans for the lone
participant, First comes the Pedestrlan in 2,.used somewhat

-
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like a common noun-anddsomewhat like’d propgr noun. The

rest of that span takes in the pronouns in 2 and‘S'and ends \
with -the zero identification of 4. The secong'!pan beglns A
with the explicit, the Pedestrian in 9 and e/ds with the Zero
identification of 10. ,The third beg1ns with the pronOuns o£
12 through .15 and ends with the zero identification of, 16.
Where identification spans are plotted, it is wise to plot
spans for each participant on different vertical lines.

Sinee tense and aspect sequences seem to be closély'
tied to the structure of discourse, and since they rérely
have simplé“explénations' spans within which all thé verbs

"have the same tense of the same aspect should be plotted
Wher th1§:was doge'for Xavante (McLeod ms), comparing the

_ points where the asﬁect changed with the spans for each
kind .of 1nformat10n showed that confu51on in understanding
the aspect system had qrisen from the fact that events
operated under: one’ aspect system and ‘nonevents under another,
Some of the aspectual ifdicators were used in both systems,

¢

but with dlfferent'values
¥ . '

- - - ?

Another eolumn of the span chart should be ded1cated
to a proBlem that” is so W1despread in l1ngu1st1c analysis
that I refer to this-as the PLP’colen for Pesky Little
Partlcle Most languages have particles whose use seems to
be related to-gluing the parts _of discourses together but .
which are never easy to'Bln down. In Engli'sh they dre
‘words like now, either, moreovet, when used to relate more
than one senténce. In. Huichol they include both words' 11ke
mériikAAte 'well, then' and postflxes (suffix- 11ke forms
that follow.enclitics) like -r11 'definitely'. Writing them

" out gn*the PLP column makes it possible to compare their"




Figure 6.1. A blank Thurman chart.
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:pattefn of occurrence with fhe beginnings and ‘endings of
-othetr spans and gften leads to a useful understanding of
+hat they are for, as for example in.June Austlng s st dy
of Omie (ms). - ’ ‘

e
\

There 4me three other types of phehomena that lend

themselves o representation’on a span chart, but /that
cannot be descmlbed compactly enough to mention further in
this chapter. They are participant or1entat10n/£eguences
(Chapter 18), placement of new 1nformat10n (Cha ter 19),
ané?theme sequences at various levels (Chapter gl) ‘
“the time they are discussed it should be obv1ous to the

reader how to f1t them in. )
- £

Flgure 6.6 is a span chart fer the same text fragment
thet was used as an example in the earlier part of. this-
section. THe lines representlng klnqs of information are a
eondensatlon of Figﬂre 3. 6; the ploté of identification spans,
tenses, and partlcies are likely to 'be relevant for-a
discourse grammar, of Engllsh As can be seen, there are
correspondences, betweem spans. Epbr- example, the.new ™
identification span begun'rn 9 follows the extensive settlng
" span that beglns in the latter part of 4 and continues
through 8. The use' of the past perfect tense 1n 13 and 15
goes with the collateral relationship of that str1ng of
clauses to the*rest. Other regularities are not so'notice-
able from this chertralone, but would appear on examination
of a number of texts: for example, the, zero identificatjon
of the subject or‘agent in 3 and 4 is possibly under the
condltlon that the actions are closely related as phasés

. of’a single action that beglns in 2, and that no other
Kinds of information such. as. background or collateral

_. clauses break the sequence. The zero identification 1nk10,

/
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however, is an instance of e'different pattern. " Rither than
represent1ng a tight sequence of-actions, it is %ne 'side of
. ) "a collateral palr, but a similar condition to that of the = % .~
Gven; sequence holds in’ that the pair cannot ‘be interrupted

s o at that point by, say, background if zero identification is
used in the second member. '

n
.

Qther relatnpnshlps areé not’so readlly represented
on a chart of spans because ‘they 1nvolve an flections and )
function words within clauses.. They can, however, be marked LT 4
| on the, Thurman chart 1tse1f Thls is the place Where anaphoric LS
and cataphorlc reIatignsh1ps can be plotted out, for example. , 'S
- , . In anaghora a -pronoun. of* pronoun-like element has the U
reference of somethlng .before it 1n the text. In the '
sample his in 2 has. been defined ear11er by the Pedestrlan
in the same clauqe, while That, 1ndeed was his 51tqat10n . *
12 hgs had its- semantic content fully spec1f1ed by 10
99_11’ poth are'anaphorlc, Cataphora;, on the other hand,
presents a" reference together with a» promise to identify - .
.+« it later.. Here's what we'll'do‘is cataphoric; here has no -
. prev10us reference in the text (1f there were a previous '
reference, theyxe or that would be the correct form to show N e
.anaphora) and do has no content. . ’ g

L D)

Thurmani(m§J has ;ingledféut twotjggc;;I\kénﬁs of o

text rglationship that deserve notice. =Linkage is his name

b

L

e\
*

bl

®r

s for a particular kind pf anaphorlc relation, and chalnlng

: is. his name for a particular k;nd of g’%aphorlc r_TETTBH—
. In a number of 1anguages events must be linked to precedlng

events by a repet1§10n of those events: Theyuwent down to
°  -the river.“Havinglgone to. the river) they entered the canoe.

L3
' Having entered the canoe, they began to paddle.- Having °
i - begun o paddle 4.-.° In a'system that’ makes exten51vé use s
v ( ... : ' . . i L B
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of linkages it is the absence of a limking clause ‘that
catches the hearer's attention; this asyndeton or break in
the sequence may be used to $ignal a Change of scene or a
shift of participants or a transition to background infor--
mation or even a point of special emphasis.; The most

~
3

Y

. 1Longacre (1968) oses the. terms figure and ground-
.for linkage relationships. The central element or figlre

-in one sentence becomes the ground for the introduction of
new figure in the next in his terminology. I find this
jnology, taken from Gestalt psychology, less than satis-
befause of the necessity of d1vest1ng it of the .
r1nc1p1e that without the ground we can't percelve
the figure That is not the point; we are dealing only
with a mechanism -for linear cohesion between adjacent event

’ 0

telllngs o .
n _ '. i .

str1k1ng Ilnkage pattern I jave come acros@ is 1n Kayapo

.(Stout and Thomson 1971), where each paragraph of a narrative
1s preceded by a linking paragraph that is an almost exact ﬂ
repetltlon of the p/;cedxng narrative paragraph *

Chaining is cataphoric. It is thq.predlct1on of‘
some of the information that a following clause will contaln
It is common throughouyt the New Guinea highlands, though
unreported elsewhere. Joy McCarthy s 'Clause chaining in
Kaglte' (1965) d63cr1bes verb 1nf1ectlons that pred1ct
\whether the squect of the clause that follows w111 be the
same as the subject of the clause that contains the “verb

- with that'inflectiop. If the next clause is to haye a
different subject, the chaining systels of some languages
pre@ict’ﬁhat pe;gon‘and humbgr the new subject is going to
have, while‘otﬁ%rs.sihply predict .that there is going to be

I3
#
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a_change. - Chalnlng systems may go with 11nka/e systems, so
" .that an event im a- sequence ‘of-events may be ¢hained forwar

to the next event-and at the same time may be 1inked backward
to the preceding event. As with.linkage, breaklng a chained
sequence may have special significance, (Marshall Lawrence ms).

a
USE OF SURFACE CONSTRUCTIONS -

3

‘0
*

It is useful to.note down' on a Thurman chart just
where and for what -kind of information particular gramma-

" tical constructidons are used. Our .grasp of grammar has

changed suff1c1ent1y in the past decade that instead of

simply saylng that a language has, for example, thirty- two

clauSe: types, we ¢an now ask legltlmately what the various
clduse types an@ for, and by tracing their pattern of usJ
w1th1n a dlscéafse we can get an answer. wt

v
[

) Most of the fhnguages I have lofked at so far
regularly use some kind of active clause type to report-
events; that is, the insfigator of the action is regularly,
the grammatical subject. Passive consttructions may be used
to report events, but they assert a special kind of rela-‘

v

tlonshlp to them, discussed in Chapter 21. , ‘ |

Thefg‘are two kinds of phenomena frequently called
pa551ve that 'should be k&pt distinc The first is the kind
found in ngllsh in which the agent who instigates an actlon
is expressed in a prepos1t10na1 phrase and somé other element

of the action is the grammatlcal subject, as in the ball was

hit by the batter. As’Halllday (1967), points out, this,
construction gldés two optioens., One treats the agent as new
Ainformation by p1a¢1ng it at the,end of the clause as the
nucleus of an intonation contour without using a marked form

p .
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of either the information center (Chapter 19) or the thematlc f

’

ganlzatlon_{ih@pte# 21}T ~$he—6%her‘eptlen omits—the L

agent. the ball was hit, whxch permits hit to be the new’
information in the information cenfér and makes ball the
theme; the agent- either is 1rrelevant or is recewerable from
the conteXxt. The second k1nd of passive, which I d1st1ngu15h -
as the nogagggtlve sounds lgke the second of the two English
patterns but‘has no parallel in the first. 1In other words,
it is incapable of stating who the Agent of the action is,
and is often used ‘to s1destep ‘the question of who instigated
somethlng Nonagentlve pa551ves are common in langudges of
the western hemisphere, . and no unknown in the eastern. Of
the Indo- European.languages, Spanish illustrdtes nonagentive
semantics in one use of the impersonal se: for example,

- se me paso una dggg;ac1a en el camino 'an unfortunate thing
happened to me on the road' i cirdumétances where English

. .would say I'had an accident on the road, Passives of both

\

kinds may be used in explanations.
. . .

, ,Gonfusion 9f the use of passives for reporting events
with their use in explamations seems to be involved in the
justly parodled bent of some writers in the physical sciences
to try to sound obJectlve by -using the Jpassive voice in all
their writings, with thé result that they really sound as
though they ‘were trying to.evade the iespoﬁsibility for their
work'l The apparatus was dountpd and the observation begun.

Theé d1als were read every hour, The process was 1nterrupted

brlefly because ‘an important connection was broken. After
© the results were tabulated it ,was concluded that the
“Heatherington- Smedley hypothe51s was capable of being modified
.Ei had been suggested by this. 1nvest1gator. The tabulation
is given in Appendix B for verificatien by the reader,

-
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Ident1f1c3t1onal Informat1on tends to make heavy use

_of equatives as. weli aﬁlgflnouns,_uh;ch,there 1s _reason to : T

believe (Bach 1958 Frantz 1970) may represent a surface _ [—
form of eﬁbedded equat1ve. Bquative constructions are also ‘
the basis for themat1c identifying forms of sentences
(Chapter 11) like what this -country needs is a good five
cent cigar and its extraposed counterpart it is a good five
cent cigar thaf this country neéds. s .

Locative constructions appear frequently in connept1on
" with setting information: It is chilly in the mountains in
Novqgggr. There is a valley theré, however; where the frost

- always ®¥omes late.

Grammatical embedding of sentences within sentences.
is commonly used for_relativel& short stretches of background
information or for identification: The tickets for which
Sam had paid his week's salary ‘were for the wrong night
contains an embedded for which he.had paid his week's salary

that is on the borderline between background and identifica-
tion. The*embedded clause may inform the.hearer about the
events that led up to Sam's having the tickets; on the other
hand it may distinguish those tickets .from some others. The
- distinction in this jnstance is paralleled by the well known
grammatical' distinction between nonrestricgive and restric-
tive relative clauses (Thompson 1971), though I am not sure
the correspondence fits all cases.
' : : v " '

" Quotative constructions in connect1on w1th collateral . : .
1nformatron have already been ment1oned Some ' languages
also use- quotat1ons regularly \as & means of presenting .

.
o .y

background information, using a verb of thinking to introduce
the quotation rather than a verb of saying: 'he took the
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money, thinking “'she owes it to me"' is equivalent to he
took the money because she owed it to him in English.

Specific grammatical elements—in a language are

" seen to stand in a special relationship to discourse
structure., Mcleod (ms) demonstrates the difference in

aspect systems in Xavante of Brazil when the aspect refers to
an 'event and when it refers fp a nonevent., -~ In Angaataha of
New Guinea Roberta Huismdn (ms) reports a difference between
primary and secondary verbal inflections in event-oriented
texts. The speaker uses primary verbs to single out events
that are 1mportant to his story in contrast to those he

puts in for detail or colofuﬁgfﬁg_secondary inflection.
Bacairi of Brazil (Wheatley ms) makes use of a distinction
between focal and nonfocal pronouns in a klnd of stage
management system, telling the hearer who is prom;pent in
the discourse at the moment and who is vpstage. The focus
and tppic system of some Philippine languages (the term
"'voice'" used by some authors obscures what the system is

for; see Austin 1962) is similar in that sequences of related-
grammatical constructions are used to tell what ; discourse «
or'paragraph is about and to intYoduce characters (Helen s
Miller ms). This®system has pprallels in Namblquara of
Brazil, though the specific. grammatxcal expre551ons used

are not comparable on.the surfbce'(uenné Kroeker, Appehdix A).
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CHAPTER SEVEN /
: s

CONSTITUENCY IN DISCOURSE
Sentences and parts of sentemces can be amalyzed in
terms of their constituent structure. So can entire
discourses. Larger units of language are made up of smaller
units +in a particular arrangement; or looked at from a .
different angle, larger units can be partitioned into smaller,

ones according to a particular principle. . ", ooy
. /’

One step in the linguistic amalysis of discourse is
therefore a division of large unit® into their constituent
parts, labeiing the parts so as to reflect how they are
related. This type of 'study has been carried farthest in
the area of discourse by Longacre. (1968) and his associates.
It 1s a valuaBle phHase of discourse study, even though it is
subject to the criticisms Postal (1964) brought up again%t
constituency°gfammars'in general. One could say that <«
constituency analysis makes use of a universal property. of
surfage grammars, partitionébility,'which could be thought
of equally well as a property of transformational systems
that produce surface structures from deep structures. It
proceéds by sucéessive'partitioning to catalog the kinds of
elements and kinds of relationships among elements that a
language makes use of in its discourse system. What these
elements express, and what the relationshibs are géod for,
is a distinct aspect of discourse study fhat I wouiﬂ suggest’
‘can be investigated best when the cataloguing is done.
Conétituency analysis is not the end of linguistics; but
father a systematic way of doing the spade work.

125
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1. PARTITIONING”PRINCIPLES

Texts can be divided into sections in a number of
ways, and the sect1ons themselves can be further d1v1ded
The pr1nc1p1es of part1t10n1ng involve more d1st1nct rela-
tionships than the principles of part1t1onxng sentences
into their constituent parts. There is also no inherent
'orderlng of the partitioning principles; for example, onge
text may be divided into two settings in which a single cast
operates, while another may have a single setting within
which a series of casts of chéracters play their parts.

\‘ _

The £irst kind of partition to look for in a nar-
rative-text issthe one based on setting. Change of scene
“is usually marked explicitly, and almost always comes near °’
the beginning of the stretch of text that is characterized
by unity of setting,. hven in thé case of procedures and
explanations, the place where the acsion is to be carried
out or the region Qhere the principle holds govbd may give
‘a partitioning of~ the text

‘e

'Temporal setting,'as has been mentioned, is differ-
ent from spatial settlng in that it is always cnang1ng The
trees and buildings of a spatial setting remain constant .
throughout the setting for all practical purposes; but each
tick of the c10ck changes the temporal setting. Neverthe-
less, it makes sense, to speak of a 51ngle temporal setting
for a stretoh of text whenever the actions in that stretch
of text take place without mention being made of any discon-
tinuities in the temporal line. If we talk, for example,
of the major 'battles of World War I, we refer to a sequence
of events in a _temporal setting but fail to take any note
of the times that passed between-battles. If we were tiking T
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a closer look at that time interval, we would proﬁébly use
the boundary periods between major hattleé as segmentation
~points for stretches of speech which indicate no discontin-
uity within themselves, but do use lingufstic means to talk
about d1scont}nu1ty with the precedlng\and following stretches:
ot long after the final action of that battle

Spatial 'setting is very much like stage scenery;
it remains stable once ¢he cyrtain is up until the curtain
is brought down agaih, except by overt actions of the.
participants in rearranging it. Wheén a text is divided
into parts on the basis of spatial settirigs, each part is
like a different scene of a p%ay. A spec1a1 kind of spatial
setting is what Naomi Glock and I (1970) have labelled a
trajectory, or a moving sequence of spatial sett1ng§;thrpﬁgh
which a participant travels. A trajectory is like a teﬁpoyal i
setting in that even though no two actions take place at
the same location, the setting is considered a unit unless
a dlscont1nu1ty in 1t a boundary between it and another
se§t1ng, is mentioned. All the actions along a trajectory

belong to the same segment of text.
Theme is a partitioning principle for some languages. -
‘This subject will be gone over in detail in Chapter 11; but-
in this contex® it is enough "to say that as long as the
speaker is talking about the same thihé, he remains within
a single segment of the text at some level of partitioning.
- When he changes the subJect he passes from one element of
the organization of the text to the next element.
) ' ) & . .
- Mundurukd paragraphing is tied tightly to thematic
orgaﬁization. I would 1nterpret Sheffler’s analysis (ms)

as thematic: First comes a partlcleﬁ&hlch say$, 'l am going
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to change thé theme of the discourse and talk about something

-

“else’. THen the new theme is intyoduced as eithqr the
grammatical object or the goal of the Clause. Frpm there on
the theme can be referred to without explicif’id:ttification,
even though other elements in thg text have to beiidentified.
Nambiquara {see Menno Kroekér's-paper, Appendix 1 of this
volume) has a hierarchy of thematic organization including
at least a iglobal theme for the entire discourse and local
themes which cover sections of the discourse and thus define
segments of the discourse, '
X Christensen's discussion of the place of topic
sentences in English paragraphs (1966) suggests that change
of theme may be the basis of at least some partitioning into
‘paragraphs in English, Christensen's model is too simple
for English in that he finds the theme stated only at the
" beginning of paragraphs; but this can be filled out by
‘ attention to Christensen's .own eiamples of exceptions. The
p3aragraphs he gives as topicless have a complex buildup to
the topdciseﬁience, which, then appears later in the paragraph .y
. Nevertheiess, his recognition of a thematic basis for
' parf?iigning,of texts seems essentiall} correct, and may
"not be in confligt with Becker's bbservation that chinges
of participant orientation are invo®ed in paragraphing
(19686), since participant orientation itself (Chapter 18)

a

may.be a complex ¥orm of thematization,
Uniformity of the 'cast of characters (Chapter 20)
may be a basis -for text division, Certainly in the Odyssey
the division between thevepfsode of the Lotus Eaters and the
episode of the Cyclops involves not only a change in spatial
setting, and so we sailed away from that island ..., but

-
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v . ) . . 3 .
.a¥so a change in the characters w1th whom Odysseus and h1s
creuvwene 1nteract1ng This is in contrast w1th d1v1s1ons
‘based on a new ‘spatial settlng.that retains- the old cast- of
. Characters, as is common in Xenophoh s .Anabasis, where the
v standard formula'is TI: 2) "From there 4e marched on ‘for three
days, twenty leagues to. Celaenae, an inhabited city of
- Phrygia, great and. prosperous. Whilg e...' " Just the
opposite is the case 1n Shakespeare s 'A Midsummer Night's
Dream" IV.i, -where the sett1ng remains .the same - 'but one set
‘of characters leaves ‘the- stage, a completely different one .
enters, wh11e‘a‘th1rd_set remains through most of the scene.
' The point to remember about cast of characters is
‘that’ a group may vary in membership and still be thé same
_ group for purposes of linguistic -reference. In the example
just mentioned, Odysseus lost a couple of crew ‘members who
remained among the Lotus Eaters, but he still sa11ed away
. with his crew. A candidate takes on the incumbent president,
the news report has it; but im reality the candidate and his
backers tihe on the incumbent president and his' baskers.‘ "
Divisions in the text that are based on- the cast do n
refledt 1nc1denta1 changes in the membersh1p of the groups
that part1c1pate Ain the action, but only the identity of

f
f
¢

the groups as groups.
_This principle of group identity may apply in
different ways in higher and lower levels of segmentation.
In vrnell football broadcast, for example, the announcer
may\pass on the 1nformat1on com1ng in over the w1re that The

In g v1ng the play by play account of the game he is witness-

/ 1ng, however, he will not talk about the Cornell team in
i - /‘ . , N

4/' ’I d !
.

v
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qulte the same way" InS?Ead s he will'segment-his text” at
the polnts where*Cornell either gains or Ioses cantrol of

" ‘the ball. At that point either the offénsive or the
defensive squad takes over, the personallgiﬁ“ dre d1fferent
the mode of play_ls different, and.during that stretch of

) Speech the ‘announcer's ch01ce of -vocdbulary to descr;be the

action on the field 1s dlfferent, eSpec1a11y if hé is a

local announcer reportlng on behalf of one pf the teams,
Later, however, in talking about the same game he will say
The-Cornell team defeated Yale 13 to 7 reportlng th%t

- game as one of a set-of games instead of as. a sequence: of

plays, and. treatlng thé team as a unit rather than as two
distinct. groups. . : 7

3
-

Becker (1966) has suggested that English paragraphs
are at least sometimes divided on the’basis of -what in
Chapter 18 I describe- as part1c1pant orlentatlon. That is,
there are stretches during which a single bart1c1pant main-

tains a pelatlvely higher level of activity in relation to.
:the other participants defined in terms of a ranking of
underlying role relationships. Each stretch ‘has a uniform,
orientation to the actions in the paragraph. -For Nomatsi-
guenga, however, Wise and Lowe (ms) find that paragraphing
correSponde’to orientation cycles. Each cycle Eegins with
the dominant character in a sséry initiating an ection,
followed by a response in which the seeondary character,j‘
initiates. an action. Eaeh time the c}cle returns to the
dominant character as initiator, a new paragraph is
recogn&zed. Barnard and Longacre (in Longacre 1968)
recognize a‘similar principle behind L-baragraphs.. In Ayoré
(Briggs ms) and Jibu (Bradley 1971) fhere are definite

regularities of participant orientation, but for those
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languageS'participant orientation does not seem to contribute
to partitioning of the text into paragraphs.

Christénsen (1963a, 1963b, 1965) has made the gram-
matical relationships of coordination. and subordination the

basis for his prescriptive treatment .of patagraphing.1

A

o 3

1Chr;stensen’s use- of the term enerative is a
misnomer from the point of view of linguistics., He is’not
- characterlzlng the set of paragraphs or sentences; he is
telling the student how to produce highly  valued paragraphs
and sentences? Because hlS adv1ce to the writer is in

. general good, one tends to, feel lenient about his misuse of
a Jargon term whlch, after all, has tr1pped more than one

v

profe551ona1 linguist. | -

He' looks at the clauses in a sentence and the sentences in
a. paragraph as a kind of tree or outline structure. in which
subordlnate p01nts depend on supérordlnate points, and in
which at any level of subordination there may be two or more
pointgs that are subordlnate to the same point at a higher
level and ;gordlnate with each pther: Paragraph breaks- in
his view- are appropriate whenever one retarns from.a lower
or less inclusive level to a higher or more inclusive level.
Dik (1968) adds materially to the discussion of foordination
'anq subordination, though‘he does not ge into'it# relation-
ship to paragraphing. .- oo : ' ’

[N

[ - - .

~ . I have made a similar point (drimes ms) in regard
to the general model of re1at10nsh1ps among linguistic
' elements: ° for any languages a,tree structure or its more
familgar counterpai‘t, the outiihe, is a {rery good representa-
“tion of .thg organizatiom, of informatapn both within sentences

»

[ 4 "
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A P -

and ianroupings of sentences and-further groupings of those
groupings. Meyer (1971), finds that a tree or outline represen-
tation-seems to. have a psychdllngulstlc val1d1ty in that

rgcall of high levef or more 1ncIuslve nodes is .superibr to *
recall of low level nodes except when the low’ level nodes N
give_ deta1Ls (numbegs like 1776 ar proper. names) that have=
beeh - learned with.effort in other contexts. Fuller (1959)
bgses’ h1s system of textual exegesis on the assumption of a
tree—s%ructure that,;nvokyos_cpord1ﬁ%t1qn and subordlnat10na

.
' M N ‘e - . < -
- . .
‘", - » .

N 2Fuller s  suocess.in expressing text“refﬁtlonshlps
En tree forh was one of the st1mul; that’ turned my attention
'to the more general pnoblem of dlscourse strueture.

. L & -
‘. L v @

. & : ’
2.+ LEVELS OF ORGANIZATION

e -

- . .
. - : B ol

-+ 4Loﬁgacre'(1968) makes use of the notion of sfandard
levels of organ1zat10n w1€hrn text, that are consistently a
pféSent 1n Tangdages Qf the world: morxpheme, stém, word, ;
phrase, clause, sentence, paragraph, discourse. There“are
variatigns on}the main patteTn “for’ example in many languages
of New' ¢ GuLnea there is no useful¢d1st1nct10n tetween the 2
psentenceﬂand the para raph, "in ‘some o£_the‘Mayan languages
w0f Mrddle erica ¥t i3 d1ff1qu1t and pro\\bﬂy structurally
unnecessar}mto tgll a worﬂ from a phrase, and in .some langua-
ges .of Vietnam (Watson lb66) clauses and sentences are not
-sharplyqdlffcrentlated - Neibrtheless, in most languages,
and_ elsewhere in the h1erarch1es oﬁ.even the languages in
which there is sbme lack- of dist1nc€iyeness, it is at least
heurlstlcally useful-and typoroglcaily;vaild to expect |
con51derable’con51stenc9 from one language to another in

[

terms of }evels ot organlzatlon.. e ®
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-'three general klnds of semantic un1ts.

" ‘more than the clause, usually ‘the sentence.

w .
-
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. My 6@n p051t10n at the moment as expressed in connec-
t10n with outlrﬁe structures (ms),,ls that there seem to be
roles or cases,
which in a pred1cate grammat (Chapter 13)are a class’ of
predicates that are characteristically dom1nated by and selec-
ted by the: 1ex1cal predicates: (for example, go selects an
Agént, the one'ﬂho goes, in its use as a verb of motlon), _
lexical predlcafes that correspond more or less to the mean-%

-

.

_ings of _words, "and rhetorital pred1cates that express the

relatlonshlps that unite propositions built f m lexical *
pred1cates,and~roles .into rhetorical complexes, and that =~
recursively unlte rhetorical complexes. The minimal '
expre551on of roles. and lexical- prpdlcates is in the clause,

. while the minimal expressron of- rhetorical pred1cates is Ny
Larger un1ts

are requlred for expressing more complex productions made

Y wilthin the rudlmentary grammar  that is 1mﬁ11ed here.’ - e

» .Sentences paragraphs, and the like are most convenlently

thought of as. packages of information that are Wfspped up
and labeled ir dkstandardlzed form for the hearer's benefit,
" to help him keep track of where he is. The implications of

13
-
-

this view are discussed in more detaii in Chapters 24 and 25.

~

,,/ Whether Longacre s levels of organization have a
unlversal basis or not, they do form a useful grid fof the )
an I will comment ¢n them in order from
least inclusive t6 mdst incfusives C

is of discourse.

»
L)

* . “‘ \ ‘, ,“a:. -t - v s
Longacre speaks of the clau’as',the unit whose . o v
function is to 'express pred1catlops' This i% nQt to say’
that o predications are. expressed except in clause}, but

' rather that the clause'1s the minimal unit of this k1nd and . .. )

- the one that is mdst Commonly used tg.express the kinds of
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relat1onsh1ps that I treat as, 1ex1ca1 It shduld a1;o~

be borne in and that some semantbc conf1gurat19ns that

cou}d be expre;sed as clauses§ are expressed in embedded form
s. nouns or adverbs or reﬁat1ve clauses, from the semantic
'oint of v1ew however, they ate pred1cat1ons none“the less.

»
kY e

. Seritences are"proaositions whi may cgficatenate,
Oppose~ balance, or report pred1cat1ons§n Longacre's
hierarchy. JJA one- clause sentence: is thus more than the
simple, predication of ‘its clause component, it is the
reporting or the assertion of that predication. Longacre's
article on the sentence as a statement cafcalush(197p) and
its later dgvelopment by Baliard, Conrad, and Longacre- (1971)
exeﬁ%lify Longacre's:position, which in general agrees with
my own oﬁ§grvation that certain rhetorical relations, (con-
ditions, for example)‘caﬂnot be expressed within the compass

: v )
of a clauseb22/SUrface structure, but instead require at
least a senténce 'to say. 7

=

~

+

Althouéh Longaére and I-both have little to say
about levels 'of organization between the sentence -and the
paragraph %zgave recogn1zed in Huichol (1966) a pgr1od
consisting of a string of “related jentances that_seemea to

play a part in the hierarchical system.

L J

Paragraphs iﬁ.Longacre's model are *units in. develop-
ing discourse'. jOf the pripciples discussed in Section:1 df
this chapter fbr1part1t1on1ng texts, I f1nd that_ the unity
of time or place, unity of participant orlentatlon; and un1ty,
of subtree or s outline structure frequently correspond to
a*recognizable sifrface configufation larger than the sentence &.
that can conveniently be called a paragraph. .Whethén'tkesa’
.units are the building blocks out of which discoufse is put

= . .
s, " . v . . . »
‘ h . - .
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together dlpectly, thever, seems to me to depend on the
complexity of the whole, The relationship of a paragraph
to- a novel is probably d1fferent from the relatlonsh1p of a
paragraph to an instruction sheet for a d1shwasher not only
. because of the.difference in subJect matter and style, but
also because the novel is- vastly more complex and requires
N many 1ntermed1ate layers to be recognized, whereas the
1nstruct10n sheet may d1v1de 1mmed1ately into paragraphs
"In Longacre S model these 1ntermed1ate layers are assumed
to be embedded d1scourses (1968)

. '
- d?rtaln grouplngs of paragraphs have been recog-

. nized in texts. In Ilianen Manobo, for example, erggles-
worth (ms) finds an incident level and an episode level whose
surface forms are not S1nagy str1ngs of paragraphs, but which -
have the1r own character1st1cs. ‘These characteristics are
expressed as constraints on the way settings may be referred
to anaphor1cally, as formulas, and as other th1ngs .
'Episode sett1ngs always involve a change of pgrt1c1pant
orientation and scene from the previous incident in the .

story .,. While the open1ng incident Zf an episode takes
its temporal sett1ng from the speech-

£ the participant thema-
‘tized in the episode setting, setti gs for subsequent ineidents
are defined by their motion away from or the1r return to the
previous sett1ng ... Incidents nearly always conclude with
evaluative paragraphs'. Kayapé (Stout and Thomson 1971) has
« episodes in narrative. They consist of a transition para-
. graph which links the ep1sode to the preced;ng one by
repeatlng its .base paragraph followed by one or more.base
o paragraphs that give the actlon, and optloﬂaliy end in an
’ explanatory paragraph that gives non event Lnformatlon. S

+
.

‘The planes of an overlay (19.3) are another kind of
complexrty that ean be 1ntermed1ate3between the paragraph

. .
.
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and the discourse. A line of argument, ueually an enthymeme,
may make up more than one paragraph of a nonsequential dis-
course, especially if some points of the argument. are illus-
trated, say by-a narrative. As mentioned earlier (Seetioh 1)
with regard to unity of cast, an episode may'consisi of a
series' of paragraphs in-which the same eharacters take part,
so that -a new episode begins when,a_significant,change of
particrpants takes'place. The term chapter is available in
-1inguistic terminblogy for still larger intermedlate levels
of Qrganlzatlon there is probably no means of- establishing
a limit on how many intermediate levels of organization ther?
can be between the. paragraph and the discolirse,
" Discourse itself has to be taken as the ultimate
level, of organitation,'that‘ievel beyond which members of
the cuflture no longer recognlze the kind of closure that
P1ke 'sheaks of in def1n1ng ‘the behav1oreme. Even though
thlS notion of cultural recognizabitity is ‘useful enough for
‘me to take it as a pr1m1t1ve, undefined and undefinable notion,
it leaves open some questions that I cannot answer: is an
unstructured conversation, as at a cocktatl party, one *
discourse or many? tWelzenbaum 1967) Is there not a form of *
verbal rambling that has a paragraph structure but not a
discourse structure? Do marginal forms of speech such as
~ glossolalia (Samagln 1971) have a discourse-structure, or
»only a phonologlcal structure? Can we speak of different-
discoutse structures when, for example, a radio announcer is -.
speaking into a m1crophone to his audience, stops for a
commerc1ai,‘talks to the engineer, goes back ‘to talking to
his audlence, and perhaps -even asks the en ineer for coffee
by turning off the.microphone between sente ces and. calling
to the -engineer? Fortunately we do not have %o suspend ‘all
~ study of dlscourse until questlons like these are resolved,
- because there are enough dlscourses that are well behaVed to °-

give . ‘us plenty of 1n51ght 1nt0 1anguage JUSt in descr1b1ng

~ them.

o ATPUPAREIRCHNIN CMURC0 13, 0 o e
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CHAPTER EIGHT
SEMANTIC ROLE STRUCTURE

U; to now most of what I have.had to say has been
heuristically rather than theoretically inclined. The *®
different kinds of information that are found in discourse, -
as well as the different sizes and shapes of structures
that discourses can be segmented into, now need to be
discussed in contexts in whlchlt can be seen-more clearly
why they contribute what they do'te~dlscourse. The reason

" for bringing them up together in the preceding chapters
was partly to give the real®r an idee of the kinds of things.
that can be included gn discourse studles, and partly to
suggest ways he himself might approach the 11ngu13§}c
analy51§/bf texts.

, -
1. CONTI::N‘I‘, COHESION, AND STAGING

Turning now’ to models of discourse phenomena that

-

" [
can give.insight i;;y the relationships that underlie
appea

discourse, there ear to be three distinct sets of
relafionships on which we need to focus (Halliday 1967b).
The first I will call content organization. It has also-
been’referred to as cognitive or referential structure, and
more loosely has been called semantic organization or

' meanlngfui structure. It embraces lexical and rhetorical
"relationships; that 1s, both the way in which tﬁlngs that"

are perceived are said to relate to each other in the

ordinary sensefof dictionary meanings (Chapters 8 to 11),-
and the way in which these proposition3 about relat;i;s

group together into larger complexes (Chapter 14). e

137
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. ’
content system of language thus has a h1erarchgcal .side to

it that to a certain extent is reflected by the kind of
surface hlerarch1cal group1n£s discusset iw Chag;er o It
probably 1ncludes what Fillmore and Hall1day call’modal1ty,.
though this may be a separate system. Tt also has:a %rde
that cannot be matched to the hierarchical side without
bringing 1nto l1ngu1st1c theory something that many ljinguists

would rather keep out: referen¢e R . .

A second set of telationships is fundamentally

independent of the cognitive set.. These. are cohes1on
relationships, which relate what is being §a1d_3?_fﬁe moment
to what has already been said (Chapter 19). Cohes1on is
cumulative and linear rather than hierarc¢higal, It ha's to
do with the means af 1ntroducing new information-and of
keepinlg track of old information, rather than wrth what the
‘content of the new or old information actually is. It is
also tied up with the speaker's estimate of the fate at
which the hearer can proce;s'new information. . .

a : , . .

The third kind of pelationships that operate in
discourse are staging relationshipe. They are concerned
with expressing the speaker's -perspective on what is being
said. Normallyfthey,ﬁake one part of a stretch of discourse
the Ehgge'dr topic and relate éverything else to it. There
aré thematic structures that set the stage for entire dis-
courses, themat1c structures that stage only, clauses, and
thematic .structures at intermediate levels (Chapter 21).

In the simplest instaﬁce staging, cohesion, and
content subport each other; the theme for staging is
selected from 1nformat1on that has already been imtrodu
and this i's related to. the Test cognit1vely as well as
themat1ca11y. Frequently enough, hewever, at least one

.
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the three ways of organizing information parts company with -
the_rest; this is'why:fhey have- to be distinguished.~
! g P0551b1y there is a fourth k1nd of org§n1z&tion in -
dlscourse, a modal component that, relates the discourse to
the speaker (CH__ter 15). . If, however, the notion of
performatives is capable of being fitted within the content -
hierarchy, then modal inf®rmation mlght be taken as one .
kind: of content that is introduced via the performative.

As far as this book is concerned I treat modal information

as part of the content system.

;
Now let us consider that part of fhe content
structure that I have just-labeled lexical and proceed to
give it a more def1n1te shape. The concepts discussed 1n
* this chapter and the next few are a necessary background ‘for
developing a theory of dlscaurse, even though they do not
contribute directly to discourse itself. Accordingly, we
will come pack to dis€ourse as such in Chapter 14 on rhe-
torical content structure, and again from Chapter 16 on.
Meanwhile let us build up - the framework for talking -about
_,. discourse!
First, it is desirable to make a distinction
-+ between those things in language over which the Speaker can
 exercise choice and those ‘over which no choice is available
»to. him, The first reflect meaning; as many linguists have
pointed out, meaning is possible only when the speaker
could choose to say®something else instead.  The second are
" the more mechanical components-of language, the implementa-
tion process by which the results of ‘the speaker's choices .-
are expressed in a conventional form that permlts communt -
cation w1th someone else. For example, a speaker of Eﬁgllsh
can choose whether to talk about cats or about gggg, and in
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connection with that choice he can decide whether to talk

*-about one of them or about many. . If he dec1des to talk
about cats, and many of* them, however, he is then restricted
as to where he can put the sound that Iets the hearer know
that he has selected the 'many' opt10n--the\plural marker.

It must come after the noun cat, not before it, and its
phonetic form is constrained by the word it goes with--

-S after cat and similar ‘words, Zz after dog and 'similar
words, and so on by well known rules. ' The speaker has no -
choice over the position or the voicing; they are part of

the implementation.

Thls d15t1nct10n between c!ilce and implementation
is similar to the distinction between content and expression
made by Hjelmslev (1953) and later adopted by Chafe (1970);
it-also corresponds to éaumJan S two levels of 11ngu15t1c
structure (1965). One way of defining the difference
between deep and surface structures is also compatible wgth
this: that of tinguists like Langendoen (1969) and Lakoff
(1965) whose representations of semantic structures are
capable of being well defined, correspond Systematically
to surface structures, and are central to their point. of
view.1‘ As Max Black (1968) has pointed o6ut, this division

N

1The older deep-surface distinction of Hockett

(1958) and Chomsky (1965) was an attempt to move linguistics
in the right d1rect10n but it went only part of the way.
Chomsky's later theory (in Steinberg and Jakobovits‘f97l)

in princip}e accounts for the same semantic structures and
relates them to surface structures in the same way as a
theory like Langendoen'g; but it does so in what to me is

a much less insightful %ﬁd revealing way by making semantics
an interpretation of the syntactic structures that are )
.associated with the language generated by his grammar.

t
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of language 1nto elementéazzvolv1ng meanlngful choice and
the means of expressing the results of that choice is omne
question; whether those choices can in fagt ever be made
without reference to the p0551b111t1es of implementation
that exist for each ch01ce is a separate question. -

I adopt the position here that.the choices a speaker
has available within the content sfstem can be expressed
by means of propositional structures~(Chapter 13). Each
proposition contains a predicate, which expresses a semantic
relation .among arguments, which may themselves be proposi-
tiong. Propositions, predicates, and,arguments will occupy

.

2The term predicate 1s uséd here in its leogical
sense: 'de51ghat10ns for the propertles and relatztons
predicated of ... individuals' (Carnap 1958.4). This
should not be confused with thesuse of the term for the

linguistic surface element called predicate that &ﬁ/elves a
verb and its adjuncts (Pike 1967. ZFUT_TH—f"elr relation to _
a subject. Complexes of propositions, in which some
propositions are arguments of others, have the forh of a

~ tred generated by a recursive context free grammar whose

. properties are discussed in thapter 13. Although I have a
suspicion that there ﬁay'be better ways than this to

" represent semantic relationships, I do not have any of them
worked out yet; and tree structures are adequate for enough
of what needs to be said about the organization of content
in the context of this book on discourse that I do not find
them a bad or misleading representation.

us throughout most -of this chapter and the next five.r The
implementation that relat%: propositional structures to
the corresponding surface Yorms is expressed as a set of

transformations. .
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Much of- the content of discourse is expressuable in

terms of predicates whose arguments are related to fhea in
a small number of conventional ways called role or case reda—s
tionships. The predicates whose arguments involve role |
specifications directly are the ones I call 1ex1cal the '
one that underlies English eat is an examplé. Those whose
arguments are related in other ways 1 call rhetorical; the
one that underlies English Wecause is aﬁiex'EETE——___ere
may be predicates that have some arguments that are limited
by role SpeCIflcatlonS and some arguments that do not: if
so, they constltute an intermediate ¢lass. The rest of
this chapter is concerned with role relationships and the

: part they play in lexical structure.

§

s

ROLE RELATIONSHIPS

The idea that a certain few relatlonshlps operate
in the semantics of a great many words is not new. C. C.
Fries devoted two chapters of The structure of English
(1952.173- 239) to structural meanimgs. In his discussion
of subjects and objects he lists five meanings which the
subject of a sentence can convey: (1) performer, {2) that
which is identified, (3) that whlch is descrrbed (4) that
which undergoes the action, and (5) that to or for which
the action is performed. These meanings correspond respec-
tively to the role categories of Agent, Essive, Pa%ient of
a state, Patient of a process, and Benefactive. The role
names are, however, more than just a shorthand for the
kinds of subJects that Fries labeled. They correspond to
similar relatlonshlps manifested in areas of surface grammar
that have nothing to do with subjects and objects.

[

Pike (1954.131,150) recogn1ze§ following Fries,
. that the notion of grammat1ca1 subject is a mixed bag. In

t
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_ his second edition (1967.196) he speaks of a 'class of various
dlfferent subject tagmemes'.

Pike also speak$ (1967.246 note 14) of an analysis
of dlscﬁﬁrse in which the dramatis personae are traced,
through a plot; and of the independence of the dramatis
personae from grdmmatical slots such as subject and object.
He f1nds that 'frop the viewpoint of the tale as a whole .
. the dramatis personae remain invariant'. The idea is
developed further in an article on matrices composed of’
tagmemes (Pike 1964), Longacre uses the notion of dramatis
petrsonae geiaphbricaily along with props, scenery, local -
¢olor, and plot to characterize predication clauses (1964.
35). The list of tagmas that are potentially suspect because
of similaritie$ in slot meaning (1964.63) is related to the
surface manlfestat1ons of role relationships, ‘but is not
concerned with the relationships themselves. Barnard and
Longacre (in Longacre 1968.194-223) identify participant
roles in relation to the discourse as a whole, similar to

. Pike's invariant dramatis personae.

—

-

The notion of role relationships as part of the
meaning of woggs‘h§§ been most sugcessfully exploited in
tagmemlcs by -fé-:i;{ftq r (1965) and by Forster and Barnard
(1968) '1“#§§,,égf ‘role relationships from surface
tagmemes, then-i?iff;g exp11C1tly the mappings that relate
roles to tagmemes, Barnard and Forster paved the way for an-
important advance in the understanding of semantic relation-
ships in verb systems of languages of the Philippines
(Hettick ms; see 4lso Ashley ms, Draper ms, L. Hohulin ms,

J. Miller ms, Rhea ms, and West ms). fiﬂw—a

As far as American linguistics is concerned, the
landmark in the study of(role relationships is Charles
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Fillmore's paper 'The.JZSe for case’' -(1968). Fillmore not
only summed up a lot of whatmghad beemr written on the subject, *
but pointed -the way toward an extension of role or case
grammar to cover more.than just verb-noun relationships. _
P0551bly more important still, he did it in a way that
caught the attention of 11ngu1sts of a number of theoretlcal
persuasions. Other writings of Fillmore®s help round out
the'picfure. Still other insights are given'by Langendoen's
applications of case grammar (1969,.1970), and by its
adoption as the frame of referem¢e for the UCLA synopsis of
work done up to-that time on English éransformational grammar
(1968). Frantz's grammar of Blackfoot 61976) illustrates.
another podsible formalization of role grammar, outstanding
in that he makes explicit the required transformational -=
apparatus that others tend to leave implicit.
R 4
Ideas similar to- F111more s have appeared in other

'!orks. Lyons, for example (19667 1968) proposes a notional
theory of parts of speech which, taken togethet,w1th his
view of grammatical functions, results in a picture of
gremmar that does not differ greatly from Fillmore's.
Halliday (1967a) discusses the same kind of relatiohships

“under the label of 'transitivity'. Chafe (197Ba, 1970b).
centers his attention on the verb rather than on verb-noun

- relations as such, but’ the effect he achieves is substan-
tially the same. Welnrelch's semantics, also verb-centered
(1966a, 19§6b), fits the same paradigm. His transfer
features are capable of being extended into a Fillmore
grammar, as Hall's work on Subanon demonstrates (19¢9).

Organizing a good deal of the information about a
language in terms of role types gives insight into an '
intriguingly broad range of phenomena. I take the position

' »

o 4
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that role or case grammar is one of the important.contriu
butions of currentfgrammatical theory. . Even though it
does not account for everything in language, yet it sheds
light on enough that it should now be one of the standard
areas of stupy in any language Furthermore, role rela-
t1onsh1ps shed light on discourse phenomena, as. we’ shall,
see in Chapter 18. ",

L]
A

Se far each 11ngulst who has wr1tten oh toles has
come ub with-a d1fferent list of what the standard role
re1at10nsh1ps are. ' The tanonical list 1 glve here differs
slightly "from- every other that L know of . What is s1gn1f1-
cant, however, is not that 11ngulsts dlsagree on what’ roles
there are; that.is, on the exact spec1f16atloq‘ofrtheesmalr
set of conventional relatlonshlps, quite 1fke1y a property%
of all languages, in terms of whlch 3 large portlon of
semantic structure is organlzed ‘The 51gn1f1cant thing  is
that as stud1es of the propertles of role- sysxems continue,
there seems to be a convergence in® the f1nd1ngs of different,
scholars. Given the app11catlon of the idea to more and
more 1anguages, and- in greater’ and-greater depth in some ~
languages, there seems to be an .empiricil shak1ng down of
the, 1dea of roles or tases to within the*limits that normally
apply to two schblars ever agreeing on anything. - ‘.

i

’ . .. . P
Jo- . . . -
>

Knother aspect of role systems that contributes to -
an effect of 1mprec151on is the likelihood that some behave -
‘differe from others. As we shall see, there is reason
to believe that at the deeper lewvels of semantlcs, Instru-'

and.Benefact;ve are themselves.lexlcal predlcates
perordinate at an early stage in & senant;c derivation to
the' lexical base element with which they are associated.
Later they arq transformed in such a way that from there on

s e
- . N

¢
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they behave like ‘the other roles. Furthermore, some roke

regationships-may themselves be semantically more similar

than others. Frantz (1970. 161), for example, recognizes
%,that for certalnapurposes Source, Noninstigative Cause, and
) Instrument .;act 1nd15t1ngu15habf? at that point he tre€ats

them as®a more comprehensive role labelled ﬂeans. In the

same way, the Experiencer and Goal rales were lumped together

as Dative in F111more s 1968 paper, but later spilit; yet

- there are: t1mes when it is convenient to have an undiffer- =

entiated Dat1ve Tole that includes both.

4

.3. A LIST OF SEMANTIC ROLES

In giving my own list of roles I-adopt Fillmore's
~ convention of capitalizing the first letter of a role name.
I also introduce one- letter abbreviations of the role names,
not so much to clutter up the text with them as to give the '
reader a notation for working on data. My purpose is not to -
.deflne role relationships exhaustively, but only to introduce
"~ them in a way that7TJcan make use of in later chapters, since

the part role relationships play beyond the sentence is not

°
.

extensive,

AGENT (A) relates the instigator of an aetion to
the action. The Agent of an action is the ‘one who performs -
‘it, Typlcally this 1mp11es an1mateness The implication
)y is §trong enough that animateness is carried over into- -
flgures of speech. ,Along with the boy (A) hit the ball,
qhere eéveryone agrees that the bay dld soqethlng, we have
personifications like Fortune (A),smiled‘jﬂ her and reifi-
catlons like linguistic theory /(A) proh1b1ﬁ§ the use of
Feature X with Feature Y (which, as. any 1nsider knows,
’ invariably means 'As I look at th1ngs this mornlng,'I fail

to see why X andrY should go together').




. .~ ,The thread of discourse.’ 147 © m ' . . .Grimes °

fe causatives are involved there is some question

ut“whether a se ate role, Caﬁsative'Agent should be"

added to the list. For a number of Philippine Tanguages-a

. dlStIﬂCt¥OQ has been madé, for example, between Causer and

s & ictor to cover examples like Sally- (Causer) had John (Actor)
\\\\set the table, where John set e Yable but Sally 1nst1gated

) «  it. °Tf we take Frantz s princy (1970) of prop051t10n

| 8 consol;gatlon'lnto account, hdwever, this distinction

.. becomes superfluous. Causatives are analyzed seméntically
into a predicate on the .order of cause. with two arguments:

,i *_.: an Agegt-of its own, correspondrng to §gllz in the exampte, 3

r , L' .and a” Patiend which As itself a 1ex1ca1 prop051tlon, ecorres-

: ponding to John set the table in the example ' This embedded

prop051t10n has its_ own Agent John. ‘Under certain condi-

~ L . tlons‘!dlscugsed in¥24.2) a transformatlon known as N

. prop051t10n consolldatlon applies, giving a.pseudo- prop051-

. ~tion in which Sally 1s now the Agent as far as later ans-

formations are concerned for example, Sally is the ;éiject~

-of ‘the~ output sentence, Moreover, in the subsequent applica-

tion of transformatlons John is no longer treated ajﬁh

. - in his. own rlght but more as a Goal element would be

; . . - treated. Prop051t10n consolldatlon (11. 2) results in the-

causative pseudo prop051t1on having some. characteristics )

" Mat also underly—sentences like Sally (Agent) handed John ,

(Goal) the biscuits (Patjent) as well as cﬁggacterlstBCS of

. " John setﬁgt«ablg\ - A T Lo

[ ..,,\.'r

L =4
-

oA

gent

BEN .An'equglly strong reason for not maklng the agent ’
.. of a causative into a sepafate role is that it leads to " *
! arbltrarreess .In MotheT had Sally have John set the. tabile,

. T Mother 1nst1g es the action aqd John is the actué? Agent

- "who performs; but a third role would have to be set up ;of

(- Sally ‘in this case, Since there is no- pr1nC1p1e”that allows'
’ us to limit the depth of embeddlng of causatlves, ne1ther

e

.
b . L4
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is there a limit on- the nuffber of Causer rolespthat woy d

have to be recognlzed as dlstlnct yet the semantic - ‘rely-

tlonshlp of each.role to its causetlve element would be

»1dent1ca1 $ It 1s t?erefore preferable ta reeognlze that the

2

, Engllsh has\é:u y: of 1ex1cal predicates with

dausative ant1c§ have, make,tand the like. In.
1anguage§ & ke‘thchol where exp11c1t calisative verb stemS“ .
are“lé ss frequent than morphological markers of the causa~

tive relation, it is correspondingly less tempt1ng to side-’
step the question of multlple layers of.causatlve embedding
by focusing on the thlngs that distinguish, say, cause from

make and make from have, when the point at issue is tife
- extent to which they behave 1dént1cal%§ rather than. the
~ obvious ‘fact that they do not mean quite tﬁe same thing.

apparent tw0151dedness of the role structure of _allz in_, i?""~"
the example (the 'double” functlon' Pike attr1butes ts such

. elements in 1967.574) is the result of proposatlon consolida-

" tionm. _ The semantlp-functlon of Agents eﬂbedded w1th1n )
agentlves 1s blurred as a consequence of gettlng them

.

i

. arranﬁjd into 11near form for transm1551on by speech.
- PATIENT (P) tells whg or what fs affected by an
act10n The patient may be changed or moved, depending"
po th?’meanlng of the predicate.®This close tie between
}h/ifatlent role and the meaning of the predlcaxe results
in-a nondlstlnctlve character for the Patient role. 1tself
. it could almost he - thought of as that role to_which an
‘ element 1§’a551gned when t e is no good reason for ‘
assignlng it to some other rple. The absence of a dlStln-
ﬁgu1sh1ng trait of- 1ts bwn, 1t must be remembered is neither

. a def1c1ency of the role nor a weak p01nt in the scheme . .

®

of role analy51s, it is an 1nstance of the well recognized
Y : \
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property of llngu}stlo systems that ‘one mémber of nearly
any .set of elements represents the choice that is made in

*

the absence of.a good reason for choo§1ng any other member.
The unmarked member of a set is thus a default element that
does—ﬁ§i7—__d to be define 9051t1ve1y, it is the neutral
term against which the othe marked terms are set off.
(Lyons 1968.79 and Chomsky and HalTle 1968.402- 435 discuss
the Wwhole topic of markedness, which will be_ ralsed again
*in Chaptérs 19 and 21. ) In fact, some 11ngulsts have
preferxed ‘to name the- Pat1ent role Neutral as a remlnder
of 1ts,unmarked character.4 )

L

- 4StJ.ll otHers use the term Objective to refer to
the Patlent. -In worklng out relations between role systems
and %urfaée .grammar categorles like subject. and object I
find enough slippageé introduced by the term ObJectlve that
I have stuek-with Patient, though I reallze that it has
med1ca1 overtones that can give rise to as many bad puns as *
*foot' does in phonology. . The term A(fected has also been
used.‘ In the” Ilterature of role systems, however, there

_% Seems to be adequate agraement that the Pat1ent/ObJect1ve/
Neutral/Affected role needs to he. dlstlngulshed from all
other roles, call it what you will, .

v

Even though the‘meanlng of- the Patient depends upon '
the predicate with which.it is aSSOC1ated ‘there are charac-
teristic areas of mean1ng that render the role easy to.
1dent1fy. The thing that undergoes some” process is the
Patient, whether it undergoes a shift in p051t10n as in the
snowflake (P} fell, the foundatlon (P) settled and the

shaft . (P) turned,'or whether it undergoes a‘change in state
as in the snowflake ¢(P) melted, the foundation (P) cracked,

. 6‘, ?
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and the shaft (P) vibrated. Processes end, 1eav1ng the

things that ‘undergo .them in some state or other, so that
there is a logical affinity between some processes and somé

sé%tes Semantlcally anythlng that is in a partlcular statek

is also a Patlent/ In English, though by no means in all
languages,~state7 have to be sexpressed in a spec1al gramma-
tical form 1nvo%V1ng be: the snowflake (P) is whlte,‘the

foundation (P)/ﬁé\cracked (here there is' g morphologlcal

affinity betwegn th® expression of the process, crack, and
the eXpress;o% of th resulting state, cracked), the shaft

(P) is half dm inch in diameter, and even what you ‘are
asking for (P) is impossible. .

3

Animateness is incidental to the Patient role. - It
is built into the Agent role; but it is either irrelevant
or tied to the predicate in the Patient role. For example, A
along with the snowflake (P) fell ye can have the skier (P)
fell, both of which fit the Patient diagnostic something

5 "
hapgened to Ku\ For the child "(P) got sick, howev?r,

. o
’ ‘ 3

/

SThe second example also fits the Agent diagnostic
X did somethlng, but with a different meaning. As Pafient

;/of fall (and here the medical metaphor obtrudes) we assert

that an accident took place. As Agent we assert that the
skier took evasive action of some sort. The sentence Ehgl
skier fell”is thus ambiguous by itself, in a way that corres-
ponds exactly to which role structure it is taken to have,
'so that no further dlscrlmlnator than the roles is needed
for ‘the two areas of meaning.

5w

anlmateness of the patlent is required by’ the meanlng of the
predicate. THhe snowflake got sick makes sense only in a

fairy tale in which - snow{lakes are actlng animately.

S
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EXPERIENCER (X) is the role appropriate for perceptlion

and psycholog1ca1 1nvolvement In English think-and hear .
both have usages that are clearly nonagentive in contrast
with agent1ve counterparts I(X), think'it's going to raig,
"don't you &) hear the band plaping? The agentive counter-
parts also ‘include the exper1ent1a1 component: Let me (AX)

think 1t over, when will you (AX) 1listen to my re ort7 The

Experlencer is inherently ‘animate just like the Agent. Its
compat;bllgty with agentively oriented modes like the imper-
ative is tenuous enough that one wonders about commartds like
know algebra as over against the obv1ous agentive liilﬂ

%

6The assertion that is sometimes made that impera-
tives and Experiencers do not mix seems to nged qualifying

rather frequently. ' Know this poem by Thursday and know
thyself are quite normal though one recognizes that their
meaning is- agentive. Learn thyself 1is out because the

Patient is personal. Know that tomorrow is Friday and Iearn

- that tomorrow is Friday both fall flat, though I know that.
tomorrow 1s Friday is fine as an exper1ent1a1 and I learned

that the next day was Friday gives no problems even though

it may be either agentlve or nonagentive. Nevertheless,
although poorly understood verbs liké these are open to
argument on specific instances, it seems clear that they
involve a role that is neither Agent nor Patrent

-—
INSTRUMENT (I) represents someéthing that is used
1nan1mate1y to perform an action, as in he cleared the yard

with a rake.w It stands.-in a causal relation to the action.

‘Just as the Agent and Experiencer roles attribute animate-

ness to anything in those relatlonshlps, Instrument attributes

S Ao s T 4 4z A e

’
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inagimateness, so that if E.person for example, is used as-
Instrument,‘that person's bpdy as a passive object is ‘meant
ratber than his active collaboration: Superman broke the
v window with the gangster means that he heaved the gangster's
body through the window. In some languages’the Instrument

-role.implies that the Instrument is in motion (Hettick ms);
English, -however, permits Instruments that involve no motion . g
like he convinced the jury with d syllogism. '

-

As was mentioned earlier, Instrument may not be a
role at the deeper levels of semantics, but a two-place
predicate in its own right, one that eventually becomes
¢ - consolidated with the predicate that it dominates in such a
way as to give the effect of being a frole later in the process ) . .
of postsemantlc shaping. Figure 8.I illustrates this concept.
Note that other roles like Agent and Patient are presented
. in the figure as one-place predicates that are dominated
by the predicate that carries the main lexical meaning,
wh1ch we will call the base predlcate of the complex. Instru-
ment, on the other»hand, has the following characteristics:
(1) it dominates the base predicate, which stands to it in a
;Goal relationship, (2) it has its own Patient, which is the
_ élement that acts as Instrument after consolidation, and (3)
it has its own Agent, which must be coreferential (Chapter
a.'." + 12) with the Agént of the base predicate. M
Lo e . ‘ ) \
w ' There are case; wﬁere consolidation dogs not take
place, so that an element'thet is potentially an Inétrqment
L ' .is treated instead as superordinate’ to the ‘base predicate
throughout its mapplng into surface structure. Constructions
' like these are’ what force us to think in. ferms of structures ' -
like the left hand side of Flgure 8.1 in the first place. ' -
They leave us, however, with the 30b of accounting for why —

. .-
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use ' ‘ :

prominent : '
Agent
X

Patient

o
\

.

FIGURE 8.2. Derivation of the structure underlying -

'X used y-to break z', with consolidation blocked.
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tite transformation used in 3-1 does not’apply in some cases,
so that 1ns%ead of getting consol;datlon to x broke Z with y .

T

we - get the unconsolldated form X used- X,to break z.-

EY ~ ¢

Although at one timerit was considered adequate to
v *  1abel the transformation of proﬁosition consolidation as y
‘ ’ optional; thele seems to be more to consolidation than that.
In our current concept, transformations are part 6f the : C
‘machinpry of expression and hence cannot by definition?
contribute anything to meaning.’ Yet there is a difference

in meanlng between x broke z with Yy and x used Y to break z:

a difference either in the prominence the speaker places on:
y or in the deliberateness with which X uses y.' I have
. diagrammed the former possibility 1n.F1gure 8.2 by adding a
predicate prominent to use. If this is a valid way to charaé- N EEE
terize what is different about the meanings of the two .
- sentences,7 then the presence of 'the element prominent can

7Prominent might attach instead to the predicate )

. ' Patient that is associated with y. In either case, its -
effect is o inhibit comsolidation. Note that it is a

predicate of no arguments (13.1). I suspect that at e

deepest level- it comes from the staging (themdtic) system ¢

R .t ™
Y

' vand-is ®ransferred to appear as part of the content.

“at

- be taken to block the consolidation transformationa

~

A ]

Looked at in another way, an element like Qromlnent ~ .
* o as used here ‘appears to be equivalent to choosing a marked- '
member of a set of similar predicates, say, use actively as

opposed to a colorless use. The unmarked use allows consoli-
datlon and gives an Instrumental role, while the marked use
ctlvelz blecks consolidatidn and yields the surface verb

C v

fl . -
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. ' use. If this is the case, consolidation of the Instrument
\ is parallel to consolidation of the causative. He caused e
her to die 1nvolves a marked causative (or possibly a combin-
ation of promlnent with the causative), while he killed her |
may be consolidated from unmarked cause and die. . (The dther N
poss1b111ty is that kill s 51mply the agentlve form of die.) o e

. - GOAL (G) tells where an hction is headed or where it
. - o ends up, depending on. the act1on In the pusher sold the

junkie some her01n, the. her01n is Patient; it gets trans-

ferred. THe Junkle is Goal; the Patient ends up with him. ! >

In the junkle bought some heroin from the pusher the junkie

is still Goal, but he is simultaneously Agent, with different
‘ grammatical consequences. In we went to hyoming the action

does not involve motion of a Patient, but does involve -

- motion of the Agent, with K?oming as the Goal.8

A

8

The term Goal is used in a simpleminded fashion as

a role label. It should not be confused with the use of

the term by Bloomfield (1933) and gthers ‘to mean 'grammatical
object', often in the explicit sense of object as, Patient.

I take it that this usage reflected their dissatisfaction
with traditional labels of surface grammar. at a time ‘before
‘much progress had been made in separatlng Qut surface cate-

gories from the underlying semantic relat1onsh1ps they ) ' ’
express.
In English Goal does not seem to be the counterpart ~ %
. ' of what have been traditionally.called purpose clauses. . %
* - The purpose relationship has to be cla551f1ed as rhetor1ca1.' '
(Chapter 6) because it can coexist with Goal, as in ] .

Ride ‘a cock horse to Banbury Cros§,

To see a fine 1lady upon afwhite'horse.

1
.

.
B T T T PN,
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Banbury Cross is the Goal " and to see ... stands in a still
.different relat1onsh1p to ride. Omie (John Austing ms)

nas a rolé relationship called Tglic that is distinct

from Godt but that can still be expressed within the compass

of g/s1ngle clause, which is not the case with the English ' _:
purpose clause. (English sentences like he called to his

< C wife for coffee may make it necessary to con51der a d15t1nct

- ' Telic role as well

-
»

~

As with Patient, the animateness or inanimateness of
a Goal element is beside the point. Nevertheless, the
surface expression of a Goal may differ depending on whether
it i's animate or-not: with verbs of motion, compare Frénch
a-in allons a 1'opéra 'let's.go to the opera' with thez in

allons chez George 'let's go to George's'. ’ . . .
’ ' f

Early experiences in analy21ng role relatlon hips ’
suggest th§£7there may be times when it sounds forced to

L have to d1st1ngu15h Goal from Experiencer. In they showed

as either Goal or Bxperlencer seems slightly arbitrary..
This may be only because thg semantic relationships are.not
' . * yetsthoroughly plotted out; but it could also be,because R \
they are not fully differentiafedkin'this context. Fillmore's
original Dative may have a place here to 1ébe1 the undiffer- Py
. entiated semantic relat1ogsh1p, whlle the more differentiated
" “forms are used elsewhere. - .
‘SOURCE (S) is the reverse .of Goal{ it tells where -
:{ ' ' something that moves starts 'its motion from.' To’go back to . »
‘ , the earlier examples, in the pusher sold the junkiejSOme ' A

heroin the pusher is not only Agent but also the Source - s

- o from which the Patient moves away. In the junkie bought -

O AR e s 0 e
-
L]
-
-
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some heroin from the pusher the pusher is Soutce but not

o Agent. In we left Georgia it is the Agent, not the Patient,
‘ that meves, and the Source region at which the motion beglns *
¥s Georgia. As with the Goal, animateness of the Source is

incidental. : . , .
- " Mamanwa of the Philippines (J. M111er ms) has two
- "« Xkinds o§5pred1cates that combine Agent and Source. Im one,

the Patient starts out where the Agent is, but separates C
from the Agent in-:-the course of the action, as in ambaligzé ..
hao ka makéen:kan‘Marixe 'I (AS) will sell the food (P) to ' ’
Mary (€)'. The other kind not only_has the Patient begin : g

‘the action where the Agent is; the action by its nature

involves the Agent moving with the patient, as in ioll nao

ining baskit doro kan Robirto 'I (AS) "will return this
basket (P) there to Robert (G)'. The range’of possible --
Clause forms that express these predicates of atcomnaniment

is distinct from.the forms for Agent-Source predicates that
assert separation, S BN \ s
L}

NONINSTIGATIVE CAUSE (C) is Frantz's term for a
Tole relationship that is similar to Sonrce and Inétrument

but must be kept‘distinct from both. It asserts a causal
relation but denies both animateness and intent, and so is
‘ - / not coupled with Agent as is Instrument. In both the g;__
d1ed of malaria and malaria killed the girl, malarla is the

\on1nst1gat1ve cause; there is no Agent who 1is using malarla
with deadly 1ntent, nor is malari% itself being personified.
» The thematic p3551b111t1es of Non1nst1gat1ve cause are

’ rdifferent. from those of Agent for example, the agentive
Fu Manchu killed the E4?1 does not have a matching *the girl
died of Fu Manchu, (That sentence, however, is starred as

1mp0551ble only in the agentlve sense, it is acceptable in

—— m— — —— &

cause but not-Agent.)
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- Agaih, the river carried away my hat is ambiguous;
personified, the r1ver could be: Agent, cr as inanimate,

Noninstigative cause. My hat got. carr1ed <away on the river

is not agentive, because the prep051t10n is’ wrong for such
a reading but possible for Noninstigative cause.

'~ I had onee hoped to be able to lump Noninstigative
cause together with éource into‘a single role; but English
o o ' forms ‘like the wind brought her the small of flowers from
\ ' the gar en compared with the smell of flowers came to her

, ' - " from the garden on the wind mages it necessary to keep them

separate. There may be instances, however, where a less
differentiated Source-Cause role is all that is required. >
Franfz notes a lack of differentiation between Noninstigative
c¢ause and Instrumenf in certaip instances in Blackfoot, which

he labels Means.

RANGE (R) is the tesm I have chosén,-followiﬁg !
\ . Halliday {(1967a), for the relationship that others have
. ‘ ) labeled‘Lo;ative, Locus, -or Place, since those terms are
eastly confused with theinotioh of setting (Chapfer 4).
Range refers to the area or field in which an action is
carried out. The most characterlstlc ‘mark,_that d15t1ngu1shes ’
Range fromhyatlent is that while the Patient typically is Lo
chianged in. form or position, Range is not affected in any
paiallel way.” Range-is, however, essential to the meaning
T of the predicate to which-it is an adjunct; it cannot be
separated off 3 can a clause that establishes a setting.
e _
~ | . For example, Halliday (1§67a) points out that the ' Jw
street in they crossed the street stands in a different relanéév
tlonﬂ‘e the action than it does in they paved the street, i h
- . where something- happens to the street. This is shown also_. ;

( ' by the readiness with which pave accepts the passive: the
_ : ~ b . ~
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street was paved by them. Cross is- awkward in-the passive,

unless it is taken in another sense that requ1res a Pat1ent
namely pa1nt a cross on somethlng in wh1ch case the

' street was crossed EX them is acceptable ‘v Do ) .

Even though it ‘is di{ficult\at times to know whether o
one. is dealing with Range or Patieht there is enough. ‘
evidence that they must be kept separate in some. situations
to require Range to be recognized as a separate case. *In a
number of languages of the Philippines'the distinction is
essential for one class of verbs in which Range and Patient ]
are hutuallylidentifying Ashley (ms)'finds a category of = . :
; ‘ verbs in Tausug callegt _____________ E

Range, de51gnates e1ther the f1e1d where the action takes‘
place or the field of which the Patient is a member or }
component. The, Patient is not mentioned exp11C1tly, but .
, is sofie element that 1s chosén from the field 1dent1f1ed by t
" the Range. The resultant meaning is partitive: 93335 1
water (R) 'I will drink some”of the water', The Patient -’ .
counterpart is also ﬁossible ‘but has a different meaning ' -
in whith the .Patient-ig treated as a whole, not as part of
a ‘Range: drink I water (;) L w1ll drink the water up' -
implies total ‘rather than_partlal act10n.9 ' !

i Y

gUnlike English there’ is an overt difference in -
" the surface forms of the two Tausug sentences givensas - *

- examples.. Range in a field of action Verb mAps to a surface

1nflect1on in. the verb coupled W1th a phrase proclitic in ’ “
the correspond1ng noyn phrase. Pat;ent on the other hand,
" maps to the grammat1cal obJect category, 51gnalled by 8 .

. re£erenf . ' ' ‘ ! , "I.j".‘": PR
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'Jﬁredlcates that ‘take the form of meteorolog1cal verb% in a A

, — : -
g .

ra qpcondary goal.
-

‘wit
« thief came and stqle his th1ngs from him!',

%(Plké 1966), by a verb mean1ng g1ve' plus its obJec(, used b .
”\Q%the‘ 1M4 verb - phrase in'a verb phrase string.
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Range is the only role assocrated with a class of . 0 ‘A ‘ N

number of languages. English, for example, das Ithaca (R) . « : f;f
his form is not parallel to ice (P) is coid, e | "
since the former'ﬁas as a paraphfase 1t:ﬂ§‘cOld in Ithaca e e
,that is not matched. by'the latteer g -f:__;‘ '7‘{: ‘."’Li' » @ “ |
.o w ot \ ] o o
. -.v There has been some ddscu551on .about whether a ; » M “;,;
bTemporal role,should be recognlzed, similar to Range but time * ’

orlgnted

is cold

The strongest’ “evidence I have seen‘fér it is 1n
meteorological predlcatés ' Altﬂough forms like last week

' was rafny’/ it was ralny last ‘wéek look as’, though they came . ‘
from an .underlying Range qther sets like" Brlsbang xS \ P
sizzling in January / January is-sizzljing in Brisbane /. o .

it is.sizzling in .January’ in Brlsbane argue for, the recog- \ ‘
n;tlon of a TEMPORAL (T) role as well. i : « T

Comet <

BENEFACTIVE (8, also tdlled APPLICATIVE
ysgmeone’ or someth1ng on whom an actioén }as a secOndary r
effect In many languages the man1festat1on of the Benefac-
tive relat'ionshlp is similar to that‘ the Goal relat10n~
sh}p, gemdhtlcally, Benefactive could even be thought of- as [

1dent1f1es

The idea of the ‘Benéfactive includes
more than the'etymolo&y of the word 1mp11es, because it deals

111 effects as well as good ones. In Saramaccan, a . .

creoaf 1anguage of Suringm (Grgmes and Glock 1970), we find -
sentenpes like hen fufdu-mah ko fufug da- een sun1 fa- en .

(then steal -man_come steal g1ve -him- thing for- hlm) 'then a-

-The Benefactlve ‘ - e
'1s na!ularly expressed in Saramadtan,'as it is 1n a number -

of languages of West Afr1ca that have similar structures

“This holds f . C,
w n-ah actlon harms a person as well as when it beneflts him. ’

. .

.'; &p“‘- ta ) . : ’ ' . ¢
ﬂ j'e~ . . -, ( .
v s 4 . L4
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I Y ‘ Like the Instrument, Benefdctive may be a separate, ’
" v predicate that ﬂgpomes tdnsoiidated’with the base predicate .
' T R T to which it is attached...;If so, 1 would take it to have
R - " " ' three argugents: an Agent” which must be coreferentlal WIth‘
I S, the Agent of -the base predlcate an: Experlencer or Goal,
. ' the one affected by the action of the hase predicate, and a e
L e ’ Pat1enL¢ whlch is the- pr0p051tlon that contains the base
‘“h;':i.. " predicate 1tself.. . C e . e L, f*
ol . | _— : - ’ RN ) /
"*-wi .. FACTITIVE (F) is the relatior of an action to its 5 ' , "
" gesult. The term should not be confused with 'factive' £
used by the Ka&arskys to express a restrictidn on certain
predicates to the effect that theipropositions they dom1nate
. ‘ assert a fact (as in Susie realized it was Monday, which could . .
‘ ) be trug¢ on a Tuesday. ®Realize is a factive verb, believe is
not.). Faltitive gives the outcomes the elephant (A) .. " '{4
. trampled the lion (P) to a pdlp (Fl,'the’glaSSk(P) shattered
) into a thousand7gieces (F). Cha%e (1970b.15€‘uses 'complement' '
* . 7 for 'this relation. . ) -

I *

X PN

»

~ ’ . . . ‘

- . »

. . It is possible that expressions of extent may be
W®Eactitive: ive swam five hundrea yards, cut the plank te

six feet, .keep the question perjod under half an Hbur
 *Where no process “Ts involvediwheweyer, ohe could question _ . P ‘

whether extent is FaCtltlx%w' It.cou}d,313351b1y be Goal or : »

Range: ~ the Eléﬂﬁ.i "fegt long, the questlon period i% S
" ' _ . half an hour. Extent, like TemporaLv may- have te be con- ‘

o

sidered a separm‘;'o;.e., - N P 9.

- T — -
e e
. . . '“4 A '»‘ra o g : .
4 . S b g

o -

ESSIVE (E) is the role used fof ldentlflcatlon' It

. . .bestows a nominal status .on the propositigk to which it - "
‘ belongs, allowing it to be Teferenced as a Yuantifiable
entity. In English it is linked with wokds 'like have and - R : '(:
‘ . \ C - ‘ ‘ :

. ~ -
-2 ~ o

- >

o ey, -
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be (Langendoen 1970 102).. Essive may be the only case R

associated w1th a predicate, -as for example with er in
the paper 1s torh but not in let's paper the bedroom, which
has its own Agent and Patient rather than as Essive. " The B

presence, of an ‘Essive triggers the use of nominal rather than

verbal patterns in surface gra ar, eveh though other case

forms are ‘presént: our paperfzgjof _:g\bedroom will -have to
- be postponed angﬁher week. The Essive lemnds itself to use

in establishing identification. -

N

Comblnatlons of roles are p0551b1e. ,In them a single
prop051t10n,expresses simultaneously more than one role
relationship. ‘We_have alreddy seen .how Agent for example,
combines with Goal inybuy and with Source in se11, we
bought bananas ,asserts -that we did somethlng as Agent and l
at‘%he same t1me tells where -the bananas ended up,. whereas'

v We 'sold the picture also asserts that we did something as

Agent, but adds that the Patient picture was in our posses-

sion when the transaction began and was transferred out of
our possession. We is Source in this case rather than Goal.
Receive and Eggglcombine Goal and Source resﬁectively with .
Agent in the same way, as do get and put also.

EN -

' .

. Range and Patient may also combine. We can say,
for example, Ezra Cornell lived 1n this house or E!li house
.was lived in by Ezra Cornell? The lack of a parallel pas-
sive for Ezra Cornell 11Ved in Eﬁié.éﬁéﬁi suggests that,
EEEES is a Rangejgiement only, while house is Patient as ’
‘well. as Range, théugh éomething had happened to the house
but not to the state as a result afsfzra's residence.
X ]

I

1Y

- As mentioned under Range, a number of languages of
the Ph111pp1nes have a partitive form like 'he’ brought rice

.

g - 4.4 .

o : . -

-

=3
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from the field'+that implies that some rice remains behind
in the fie}d. ‘The partitive contrasts with :a total action
like 'he ha?yested the rice', which implies that he brought
all the rice from;the field.” This partitive effect seems
. ' to be achieved by a’principle of mutual definition between
‘ ' Range and Patient (Ashle§ ms). If the field of action is
;/ ' denoted by the Range, the Patient is taken .implicitly to be
' one or more of the objects that normally belong in the field.
. In a sentence meaning 'I'll peel. some of the mangos' for
example, the grammatical form of 'mangos' is such that it
has to be understood as expressing Range, not Patient; a
forced paraphrase to illustrate the relavlonshlps might be
'where the mangos are is where I'11 dd the peeling'. No ' )
Patient can be expressed overtly in this arrangement. «
Nevertheless, mangos are what the action happens . to; they
N .get peeled. This could be taken as an obllgatory appllca- f . ,) - i
tion,of the principle (Chapter 11) that if a role ‘element is ’ . o
culturally’ cenventhnal or is predictable from the context, :

it need not be expressed. o 3 )

L]
v i <

Sometimes role gombinations are part of the meaning
. ’ , of words, "as in the case of sell and E_X which combine with
identical sets of role elements but coalesce the Agent with v i
Source in the first instance and the Agent with Goal in the i : : :
second. Normally, however, each role element is distinct. ‘ =
Nevertheless, it sometimes comes %bbut that two distinct
role, elements denote the same th;ng in a partlcular context, _
counter to the usual expectation. Mechanlsms are avallable g
to express this identity. For exampre, cut takes' an Agent - ‘
and a Pat1ent that are normally dlstxnct - That 1s the usual . L.
expectatlon in the use '@f cut is that the Agent and the , 1 PR C '.Q .

‘-

Patient have different 1dent1t1es, in .contrast with, say,‘f L N .
. . sell, where the expectation is that the Agent and the Sourci;//z o . Y

LS '1 - .‘"’.
, , o
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are the same., For a particular i tance of cut, however,
it may turn out that the Agent and fHe Patient are asserted

to be the same, as in he cut himself. The reflexive here

expresses the idén;ity of Patient with Agent in a predicate
that normally assumes them to be separate. .
: L ,

. The minimal expression of role relationships in v
surface structure is the clause. Usuolly a predicate of tno‘
kind whose meaning‘is partly defined in terms of role rela-
tionships corresponds to the verb'of,a\clause, a predicato
adjective, or a predicate.nominal,. while the role elemerits
correspond to subJects, objects, and prep051tlona1 phrases

of varlous kinds. .
»: f

Clauses may themselves, of course, be embedded o

within other clauses and tompressed in various fomms.

Lexical propOSltlons (that is, propositions.whose, predicates
are lexical predicates, defined largely in tg;ms of

'role relationships) may therefore be ‘expressed notfonly as
independent clauses but as dependent clauses like when we

get,home, as embedded clauses like whe cut down the tree in

the workman who cut down the tree, and>even as adjectives

like sick in a sick elephant or as nouns like man in the man,

. . . C e Ces .
which corresponds t® a more explicit identificational form
like the one who is a man (se& Langentioen 1969 and 1970 for
an exten51ve d15cuss;on of the relation of prop051tlons to

embedded and compressed forms of clauses).

. . - ¢ .
T, Even though role relatlonshrps typlcally appear within
the olause, the same ‘relationships may at times be expanded ,
into grammatlcal forms considerably-larger than the clause

itself. John Austlng (ms) describes how the expression of-

some role relai1onsh1ps in Omle take one form within the

_
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o 7 . > clause and anothér form between stretches of speech that
) involve more than single clauses. . -
~t

-

+ ’ . . .

A stﬁdf of the lexical propositions of any language
shows up sets of predicates that are similar in meaning but
that dlffer from-each other in specifiable ways that find
‘parallels in other sets of predicates. The principle of
which parallel sets of predicates are grouped is that of
. ' Iole sets (Fillmore's case frames), which will be discussed
in more detail in 10.2. All predicates that take, say, an
~Agent, a Patient, a Factitive, and an Instrument have the
same role set. It is likely that any pred1cate in this-
group will have a second role set consisting of Patient and
e ) : Factitive alone, and a third role set consisting of Patient,
o Factitive, and Nonlnstlgatlve Cause: as an example of. the
- - first, take the host (A) broke the ice (P) intc small pieces
‘ (F) with a machine (1I); the second, the.ice (P) broke into _,J,
| slivers (F); the third, the i¢e (P) broke into floes (F) . v
- e ‘ from the thaw (C). hese 'three role sets are systematically ) '
"~ related; the differences among them are reflected in many

.
.

Sw

other pred1cates as well

(
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. CHAPTER NINE
. ‘  SEMANTIC DERIVATION
. . N

i "To Continue on with the low level cortent relation-
ships out of which the more extensive semantic complexes of
discourse are built, we turn to some of the relationships
among role sets. These relationships can bg.expressed by
. the notion of semgptic gggggg;;gg, in which a )base predicate

that carries what we might think of informalll as the main

" meaning is combjined with one or more of a sﬁall number of.
what Frantz calls gbstract predicates. These predicates

are abstfg%t in the sense that they are normally expressed

. " only in comb1nat10n with base pred1cates, whereas the base . . \
pred1cates can be expressed independently of any abstract ,
) : predlcates. It 1§/Conven1ent to treat predicates that are’ L %
J

expressed by affixes as abstract predigates; but some ab-
. stract predicates have no phonplogical form of their own.
T - What is an abstract predicate in one language might not be
one 1in another, though,there segms to be great cons1stency ' .
- in .the abstract status of at 1east a few. Abstract predicates
inclu the developmental that relates red and redden, the

agentive that relates the water boiled to we boiled the

wdter, and cthers that are taken up later.
T
Before discussigg the kinds of abstract predicates
) that can take part in a semantic derivation, it is useful
. to categorize base'predicates according to seme common
. o 'semantic characteristics. Some predicates denote states, ’ L
' like cold Other denote processes like melt and rain. ; RN

4 . - St111 others denote actions, like walk -0ther§ combine

< r
.-
£
e
kg
E
=29
£
z
=
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kg
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‘into one of these five ‘categories remains to be seen; but , ,
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actions and processes, like bend. Firfilly, some predicates

denote experiences, like hear. Whether every predicate fits .

these five are common enough that they keep turning up in

semantic discussions (Chafe 1970). They relate régularly

to lexical roles, Jbut not in a one-to-one way: states and'

procegses both take Patient, actions take Agent, actions=

proceZses take Agent for the action component and Patlent :

for the process component and experiences rake Experiencer

w1th or without Patient. Some states; which correspond to .' .

the ones Chafe labels ggg;gg;, take Range but not Patient. '/, » ‘ )

Some of the metéorological predicates mentioned in the last, ‘

chapter are ambient states like hoi and.gglgf There are

also ambient processes with Range but not Patient; rain

and snow in the senses that are expressed as verbs tell’ o

what is happening in a region, but do not assert that there

is something it is happening to. ‘ i g

. The first absfract predicate to be~combined with
* The

IMost linguists who writetgﬁoﬁt semantic derivation
haye used the term inchoative for‘developmental Since that<

term has a long prior history in classical grammar, used
in aspectual sense that denotes an act1on that is gettlng -

S

underway or being tindertaken, I pref to leave it as am
equivalent to inceptive or ingressive) and use developmental

instead for change of state. - ’ o RN

. ~ . \

developmental denotes a_process that_is defined by‘the . '
state that results. Redden, for exdmple, denotes a L '

process of color change that has as 1ts termlnal£01nt the .
state red. _ s ‘ ’ ‘
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. ) ’ - In English there is
rope (P) broke. It
case phonologically

as. in the miner (A)
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°. The ageng;ye abstract predlcate adds an action -
' ) Eombonent_and the corresponding Agent role to a process,

a process predicate break as in the
has an agentive counterpart, in this
identical, that gives an action-process

broke the rope (P). The process to

which the action is

¢ ' -

added may itself be the result of a

~ semarntic derivation like the developmental,
. chef (5) reddened the frostlng (PYy.
. -  predicate adds an Instrument as well as an Agent:

as in the

¢

The agentive abstraet
The chef
- " . (A) reddened the frosting (P) with pomegranate juice (I).

Before go1ng ahead with the discussion of other
abstract predicates-it might be wise to pause and develop
a means of representing base and abstract predicates. The ®
% full scheme of representatiom will be discussed in Chapter .

i " 13. Here, as in the dlscu551on of .proposition consolidation
) g1ven in connection with the Instrument role in the.last - -

-

S

chapter, a pxopos1t10n is represented as a tree. For typo-
graphlc convenience. 1t is turned on its side, with the root’ . Y
toward the left and the leaves toward the right. Predicates,
whether base or abst}act, are underlined and written inmed;- N E
tely -to the’ right of the node that dominates them, which T
represenfs the entire proposition of which they are a part.
'The'argument; that go with a predicate are represented by
-podes, beneath i connected to the same dominating node as
the pred1cate 1tse1f Role relationships are represented
as one-place predicates, each with its corresponding aréu- V!
ment. rhstead of being. underlined, like base and abstract . .
pred1cates, they are capltallzed according to the usual
' ) convention. Some arguments could be broken down further : , -

into propositions, but ‘are not because their Syrther analysis
R - A

L . 1s not pertinent to the example in which they appear.

(° .

These
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1] . . ) )
unanalyzed propositions are simply cited in their output S
(phonological) form. Figure 9.1 shows the relationships .

of abstract and base predacates and roles in the state R
red, and process redden, and the act1on process redden.

discussed in relation to the Agent role. It takes its own
Agent, independently of the Agent of the base predicate that
it dominates. Its Patient is the proposition that contains
the base predicate. When the transformation of proposition
consolidation is applied, the causative Agent is made the. |
, S Agent of the resultant propositioh and the Agent of the base ° ' T
’ ) predicate is shifted to another role; that-is, for subsequent

transformqtibns that involve the consolidated prdposition,

the Agent- of the base predicéte is treated as though it.

were an Experiencer, Benefactive, or Goal (depending on the

role structure of the -base predicate and probably on the

Ianguage) when the role-related arguments are matched to

surface grammat1£a1<categor1es

As far as I know causatgve abstract predicates . y
never dominate state predicates-directly. They combin
readily with process and.action-process predicates, and
‘may also combine with action and eiperience predicates, .
This is 1llustrated in Huichol, whlch has the follow1ng " o
forms: :
. zuure 'red' state
zXA,'run out, terminate' process

. ) . V4 ’
\ +2° mie 'go' action S,
X ‘ ¢ -
' . gee ar gei 'carry in the hand' action- process .

‘zelza 'see’ experlencez.

» S ZSee Grimes“1964 for a fairly complete description
of Hujchol surface forms The sounds of Huichol are stopsk,

pteclts] k g [ka ?, frlédtife z retroflex , nasals m n,
flap r, semivowels w-y h vowels a.e 1 uA high back

L)

Ton
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(a) Ted
* Patient
- x L3 i
red (state) =~

(b)- developmental
e - . i ,
- \ |
) E-3 LY _ A
. Patient . -
i i ' X - / ‘
redden (process) ‘ T . ; . " .

(c) developmental - , , .

-,

Patient

red |
Patient_

X

Agent

.
. ‘ - .
. Instrument) :
, (z) o - : : .
redden (a&tionipracess) = : . .

-~

- . FIGURE 9.1. Base predicate red (a) with developmental
 J .

{bJ} and %kentlve (c) semantic derivations. -

L . ' T ' ,:.';-.! ho - ‘- ‘ ‘ N ) .
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unrounded . Double vowels are rhythmically long. Each
syllable (CV, CVV) ,is high (“) or low (no accent) in tone.
Foot qundaries are ind;cateq by *+ and word space. Huichol
1s a Uto-Aztecan language spoken in the states of Jalisco
. and Nayarit, Mexico. ' -

The abstract predicaies are manifested in surface forms
by affixes 6r by specialized verb phrases:

State-tA p-ja+-tia (State-ing'did-this-way-go) 'go to

" be- in such and- such a state; developmental (this \
could be considered a specialized iﬂiom)

-ya or -riya 'agentive' &

-tAra 'causative', a suffix fortuitously similar in its
. ' phonological form to one form of the stem 'go' of ‘
-the finite verb of the’developmental phrase -

¢ -

. The following forms illustrate the possible

combinations of base predicatés and abstract predicates.
X, Y, and Z are used instead of nouns to keep the. examples
short. . Modal, aspectual, object, and directional affixes
are used as needed, and morphophonemic chﬁnges are made
withdut_further explanation. 'Hyphens's¢parate morphemes:

. ' .X_pAr-zdure 'X is red' state ‘

X zﬁu;ré-tAgp-aa+-tXa 'X turned. red’ dévelopmental

Y p-fi+-zuurii-ya X 'Y turned X red' égentive

, Y X zuu+ré-me p-da+-yéi-taa 'Y caused X to turn red' . ‘I‘

,céusatiye (-me ‘indicates lack of surface subjéc;

agteement between components of the. deielopmental ! . N
phrase, whereas -ta showed surfacg'subject agreement.
yéi is the stem form of 'go' as a developmental that

is appropriate in the causative.) - : o . )
N\ ’ . ‘ n P'{i+-zuur{i+-y5-tAa Y X 'Z caused Y to turn X red’ _
‘.- ] causative of agentive; is plausible but grammatically . (

overloaded in most contexts. : i -
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/ . ’ .
‘X p-uu+~ti-zax 'X ran out; there is no more X' process

?Y ii+-zas-riiya X 'Y terminated X' agentive (sounds -
AE Y@ g -

forced) . . : ”
Y p-11ffZAA-tAa X 'Y caused X to run out' cdusative of | "
, process; for example, Y ate up all his corn supply (X).
. X pr-mie 'X is going' action s ‘ '
" ?X ?uu-mie-tx p-aa+-tia 'X got under way' causative of '
action; sounds unnecessarily periphrastic, 'but does ‘-
carry the inchoative idea of beg1nn1ng an action, ] B

Y p-ii+- yeika-ci+-taa X 'Y caused X to go' (XEiﬁi with
the ‘connective’ -c1 is the stem form of 'go; tha;'

. ' ' is appropriate with the causative.) -

-é- i+gei X 'Y carr1ed X away in his hand' action-

L"f

process ) )
;4p-é-i+-qéi-tAa Y X 'Z caused Y to carry X away in his

|

hand i gave X to Y causat1ve

t:'

: -{i+- ze1ya X 'Y sees X' ~experience K e T
Z p-ii+-zéi-c{-taa Y X 47 caused Y to see X; Z showed ,
) had X to Y' causative of experience .
v C A '
s; Abstract pred1cates always leave a trdce in the .’ ’ j” »

- sptface form, otherwise there would be no justification T B
. for recognizing them In Hu1chol the trace is usually ag X :
affix. . In English the ‘trace that vSignals an underlying
semant1c conf1gurat1on may be pureLy syntactic. Compare:

X is red (state) * ' - . ’ T
X reddened (deyeloﬁmehtal, marked by -en; resulting #n - i o '
‘ . ) o a process)t ’ . .o '\. ’ e . ' .
. . - Y reddened X, (agentive or causative, indicated’ syntact1cally) : «
. Y made X redden” (causative aof abstract developmental) -
i . Y,made X turn red (causat1ve of expllcft uncog;olldated . . ’ , .
* ‘ > . o developmental)c -, ' - - ,';;’ o 3 N

Y made X red (causatiye, developmentai 1mp11ed but ‘et

[+

expressed) . -
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vAs mentioned earlier, the use of full words such as aux-’ . !E
iliaries to express abstract predidates in English prob-"P
ley‘reflects 4 higher degree of attention the speaker P
wishes to call to the abstract predicate itself.

- There has been some d1$¢u551on (for example, by
McCawley) as to whether a causative abstract pred1cate

f is needed for Engdish, or whether a simple agentive is

-

' to _die as a causative that is not’ consolidated becausé of

-that represents the patlent in the’ presence of,

) ‘out two classes of verbs. * . "

suff1c1ent to account for what goes on. Discussion: Centers . ) . .
around the semantics of verbs like kill, whleh is semantl-

cally close to the phrase cause to die but not identical

with it. This difference €ould be expressed by making kill
51mp1y the -agentive counterpért of die, and leaving cause ‘

4

a -prominence elemq@t attdched to the abstract predicate,, - C
o’ LN B . ol -
% . i N

< Terena, an ArawaRan language of southern Brdzil’ - *

(Butler ms), has a syst af rpholog1ca1~mark1ng that™ "™ . .
" shows that it is. .-necesskry to re ognize both agentives and
causat1ves in semantic derivation.\ For example take a . *,
stative’ stem xuna 'strong that ta;\s\oniy a patient as in ~ .
-xunatl 'he is strong This stem has al agentlvé counter- ;-
part with a prefix ko- /ka- 'agentlve and | hematlc suffixes
;5 and,;g, together ‘with a pronomlnal obJect suffix, -a «. . : -

¢ [

e~agent:

koxunakoatl.'he 1s strengthenlng 1t' From the ag ntive

" forn, however, a causative form can. also be built: .

~akoxunakoat1 'he is’ cau51ng it to be strong The dlfﬁerence "

iIn meanang is. mlnimal but im Terena it is regular through- i .

st
-~

. Ean
-, -

The exp11¢1t 1nd1cﬁt10n of both an dgentive and a
causatlve derlvatlon in Terena does not, of course,

. . - -
. <
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;o ou-t in English seman’clcs among“the’ 1§x1cal predlcates t.hat : =t
N o ! ‘are symbolized as cause, make, and have' tl&ese pred;cates ) “ ' Lo Z
. b < J . cannot be consolldated ’but are requlred to take sentence K -

) o complement.constructlons (Rosenbaum 1967) On the ﬂther ' L I PR

hand, -s“vlnce we aré on the borders of what appear to be .. R Cy '

+ . universal semantic®retarions to be expected in all languages, . pr , '

.. . it may be that .our -study of Engllsh tokdate has not been K,_ . " .

o - §suffr%1ently prbfdum& 'to show .how agentlves and causative '
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) away the Age th woul rpally be ] ' ‘ -
> .o p051tLon that- £t domlnatzgmwhether t t ;;r position'cént’ains e
, ah actien predlf:’aw, an action-pgo ' 4
plex. .
/ IR

'

'=, S 3f abs@act x;edlcate as well, ’L‘,hls semantlc

4% R ﬁ o
There i§ a grlaat djfference sxhantlcal,ly between
a, pred1cate w.hlch s~ though™"it nzrmall akes - an Agent has _ €

4 that Age t suppressed.@y semantic d,er1 ation ‘and a predicate R -
‘Iwhlch cOntaln‘s an\PAggnt semantlc '

, yet -the Agent is not - -

represented in th SQrface form ecahse 1t“'1s recoverable T e N
from"the contexts,| In ‘}__1 entered the room and fompd the : - o2
box thezge is no'g estion as. to/who the gent corre5pond1ng i : . ’ '
to found- is; by ‘the regulat dfle.tlon pattern of Engllsh, it . o ‘.
has to be 'he for both vegbs of the ¢o junction. If, how- '
,ever, thex:e is no- gent theén Engllsh ses a pas;j,ve l"1ke oo _

races Jere run 1n this arena, suppose ) &

construct;oh man

. .

A o
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by air. + Even tgougﬁ the ofdlnary léxical content of the

'Eeoglé -is beside the p01nt ;f what 1% being sald The

1'dec1=10n\that the Agent §houid be left out of the semantlc

" voice 1nflec‘10n for verbs. 1In very few languages, howeveri .
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-
L3

. T -}

L

the box «is never found finally the. cargo got shipped out

verbs rnvolved suggests that it was people,who ran the : . -
races, didn't Xind the box, or shipogd the cargo, the ‘

reason\po Agepts are eXpressed is not that they are recou;
erable from the context, as“Whhs the case with the Agent of

found in they entéred the room and found the box. The Agents .

are m1551ng because.they are 1rre1evant to the semantics of \
those partlgular sentences, to try to supply them fro# some- : -
where, even in the 1ndef1n1ta form of by someone, by various

?&
nonagent;ve abstract predlca e expre§§es the speaker's’

picture even though the base* predlcate normally tdkes an

. . - &

i Agent.+ . ' R

. , A

. ‘ . . P ’

Nonagentlves become clea‘er*when we 1urn to langua-,

,ges where thrs klnd of thlng is 1nd1cated more exp11c1tly

Most of the Jndlgenius languages- of the Western hemisphere

have-an inflectional pattern that is often- called the passive

does the parallel with Indo-European passives hold the - ‘ .

Western hemisphere fi’onagentlves (often called e1ther passives '/' ‘

LT

.0T pseudo-passives) permit no expression "of the ‘Agent. . .

Correspondlng to an expre551on\11ke 'John cut the“méat with = .
~ . . ]
a.knife! there isa way of Saylng 'th& meat got cut' or

" even 'the meat got cut with % kn1fe'; but it is~quite rare’ I
to fand a language on is_side of the Atlantic that,gefmits‘ : b '

. \ i’ s o

» tthe-meat was cut by Johh' or 'the meat was cut wi'th .z kn1fe

by John' within bounds of a single cfauSe., In, many-. /
languages of tHe hemisphere the. nonagentive is like'an ) : ’
1nverse for" ‘the developmental der1vat10n 1n that it defimes N -

" a state by telllng the process, say cutting, that brought ' e . z e
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. ‘ .about the state, while the developmental "defines a process

' by telling the state, say redness, that - is the end result, . ' .
. of ‘thed process., - ’ ol . . - ) '
oy N -
o o The Hulchol forms given a few pages. éack illustrate - e ' w<
‘ ! o N nonagegxlve semant1c derivation. In Hu1chol~the nonagentlve . .

(1nd1cated by -r1 or -ya) requires the presence of-at least .

»

a Pat1ent so that there can be-no nonagentive counterpart‘

. ‘ to pure actions, as in the case of the English many races

(F) were run hef%. I repeat the agentive forms given earlier © I

to show how their nonagentlve counterparts match. The noun . o
.~ - — surrogaté€s X and .Y are shifted around-syntactically. t0 —-—oem —- %
] o eliminate the effects of a low level object deletion vule ' )
. (Grimes 1964) ‘that mlght otherwise prove confusing. ' -
e « "X p-du+- zuur11+-Xa ri 'X-got surned red’ \ + - : '
. 7 (é Y p-{i+- zuurlrgya X ’Y turned X red' ageggive o I
zuu+re tA %saa+ ye1+ tAa ri oX was caused to turn T '

. \:) red' nonagentlve causat1ve of develqpmenqﬁf

. Y X zuu+re me p- da+- yéi-taa 7Y caused X to turn red'
- ?: <@ i . ¢ ! - v
. - causative W8f developmental ’

a . -

- VY p-ii+-zuurii+- ya tra-ri X '?<got caused to turn X red'

, _ nonagentive of causative of agentlve »an.unl1kely
~ . o form = - : . ' ’ . )
¢ - . ) - VZ p- 11+ zu4;1+ ya tha Y X-'Z caused Y to turn X ‘ -

' ‘ . red’', -equally un11kely e : A '

? X p Vu+-2Ax -Tiis- Xa ri 'X got. terminated’ nonagent1ve

of agent1ve of ﬁevelopmental

v

S - . ‘ " ?Y p- fit-zan-rii- -ya X 'Y terminated X' agentive of . )
‘ 'developmental sounds forcgd _ . .
‘ : ~X4p~uu+ ZAR-taa- r1, 0r more l1kely X p- uu’-ZAN ¢{-tra-ri .
E , : : D ¢ ias made to run Out' nonagentive 8f cdusatlve of

‘e X ‘L '

profess - . Ce

. . .

C, ) . Y 2;5&+ ZAA -tAa X' 'Y caused X to rug out' Causatlve S

- : {“, , . “of process . R LY o
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C:::;'nom;nal predicate., The: nom1nal has the, effect of addlng-the R

. : )

/
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1oy p-6u+-yeik£-c{+-tAa-ri 'X was caused to go' nonagentive . N -

of causatlve of action . .
Y p {i+- yeikd-ci+-taa X 'Y cdused X to go"causatlve

of actlon v : S ' . : IR

X p- e+- qee ya 'X got carried off' nonagentlve of action-

. ~ .6,

process

Y p- é-i+- gei X 'Y carfled X ayay in his hand‘
action-process

[

Y p- Qu+- qe1+ tha-ri X 'Y was caysed to carry X away in

his hand, y was given X' nonagentlve of causat1ve ) .

of act1on procees Lo

. .
L .

Z p- é-i+- qe1 tha Y X 'Z caused Y to carry -X away in IR ¢
-his hand; Z gave X to Y! causatlve ‘of action-process |

X p- uu- ze1+ya ri 'X got seen nonagent1ve of exper1ence L et

Y p-1i+- ze1ya X 'Y saw X' @xperlence . . _ o -
Y p-tu-zEéi-c{+-tra- ri X 'y wﬁ; shown X‘ nonagent1ve of
b4 3
. causat1ve of exper ence (

, a Z P-11+-ze1-€1-tAa Y X 'ZicauSed Y;f:tsee X; ;("_
" showed X to Y causative of experien ‘ )
‘ 3 ' .‘r, . »
The abstract predicates already arscussed Seem fa1r1y _ .
well established. Further thought needs to be g1ven, how- - P

ever, to the status of what-ls readily recognlzed as & . '

Essive role to a pred1cate in much .the same way that the

agentive adds the_Agent role. The' question that needs ,to be ,
answered about the’ nominal has to do with”the’ q1rcumstances :
under whlch it is apprqprlate to- nom1nalize.‘ In terms ¢f L
general d1scoursevstructure there is a dlscernable tendency .
for 1dent1f1cat1onal 1nformat10n tq be nqmlnallzed but thlS ;ﬂ .
«is by’ no-means the 3nd of the matber. English, and the '« : - o
fndo European laniguages in general, seem to have. a propen51ty T ‘ ;~f'
for frequent use of n0m1nallzed propOSLtlons that .¥s shared . T

by few other language fam111es Ln the world Where we ‘would

*
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. . say the explosion occurred at noon, the corresponding verb-* -

oriented expression in many other languages would be on the o :..
order of 'something exploded at noon' . : . ..

’; . 'One factor in the ‘use of nominalizatiops seems to ‘be -
s the relative prominence of different propositional e;ements,
Content elements that are more central to the staging of
what is belng said *are #ess likely to be nomlnallzed while
other content eleme(xs that are being g1ven less att tlon
. at the momént are candidates for the Essive case. 'Fhe use . -
. of nomgnalizatiens in djis‘:o'urse therefore seems to/be related .

td thematization, discussed in Chaptér 21. -t v S

\
- « N . L *
. //w// ' , Another way to approach nominalizatiom is to not1ce - ¥
3 . , that the Essive role ord1nar11y carries with 1t the notion ’ |
| ;of embodiment of a state. Any proposition camgbe indexed
- as a whole, as for example with it or that, and in some cases -
can be quant1f1ed This referent1al permanence, by which
we can keep referr1ng back to the same state of affairs as
well*as to the ‘samé obJect, may be a.factor in the nomlnal--
. ization .of pr0pos1t1ons Those propositions wbose permanence
: . ’ as a referential entlty the speaker wants to .call attention - d Lt
. ‘ - to may'be the ones.to whigh the speaker attacbes the'Essive; .
. but much study‘is needed here. Perhaps each of us ‘gives to
a1ry nothlng a local habltatlon and a name'.

R . . . -2 a
- . . .., ‘\\ .

X e Refergntlal permanence, expressed by the Essive, is: LT
- part of the-lexXical structure of many predicates that are “ i

’ customarily eXpressed s nouns like bggsg and moment. “On . E

.é .. NV _ the: other hand, there may be a denominal . abstract predlcate

;f _ © . which, in the samé way as the nonagentive removes an Agent . t - : :

_?:‘“, o takes the Essive from a predicate that normallyfréQulres it: \ ' A h -

. oo 3 C all the r;ders were booted and spurred is a denomlnally baséd

' i . ﬂ,'_ A . expreSslon related to the nouns boot ard spur. S ' ‘

s - . [
‘» ' ’ - . ‘W [y . o™ - . 4 . N

. - v, & ' A
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SN . -
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| e s e et s nlpmeciate e 1
o : A The add1t1on of an Essive does no®\preclude the - co
'y I preSEndp of other roles with a predicate. Even in the T ‘ _._'i.
o o nomlnal*zeﬁ form ye have a'run down the slalom course with )

. My new skls, the generals' 1944 bomb attempt on Hitler's ' .

life, and the 1ike. On the other hand, role 1nformat10n
'assoc1ate? with a predicate that takes the Essive 1s so
- _ + often reddndant that it can be omitted as old information.
(The frequency with which- add'1t1onal rolés are actually . N ’.
expressed wlth Essive predicates is on the average likely
to be lower than the frqugg;y_ul;h which additional role : PR

' 1nformat1onw1s given with the non-Essive coﬁgterparts of /~;Q :
. ' N 0

* g

S the sahe predrcates,13 - - . - -

.
.

- ~

PR : . _ .
' ®The tntgract{%n between the\E551ve and .other cases
: is not always the same. Engl1sh trainer is a peminal . oo
form based on the Agent when it refers to the person whe ‘ - " ‘: -
- ‘ " tapes the football players' -ankles, "but based on the Range | B
‘ when it reﬁgrﬁ to an aircraft ih-which a fl1ght instructor .
. imparts dnStrﬁttion to a student pilot. ~ Strainer, on the ‘ ] : -/
,other«hana usually refers to the InstrumenttW1th which a’ ' '
» Cook takes water out of food; but it can haye to do with

Y

- St the Agent e1ther alone as in this wrestler is a grunter/

and a groaner gnd a strainer, of with the Agent and other {

}roles as in the press officer. is a real credibflity stralnerﬂ

I

Neither,example of the agént1ve semantics of ,this noun,;s ‘ : —
o A very likely; yet Agent is the most likely with trainer’

. R
~ . . . R . r - - ’ [N v,
., - T - - . - / . . S - - e
. . : ./

. ,‘ - l . .

o , Some sets of pred1cates are relatéd closely‘by the1r .- R
L role s1m1lar1t1es There are, " for’ example,‘sets of predzcates SR
" that have the same'role relat16nsh1ps but dlffer in the way o ‘
< N ‘; ’ the re%ﬁtxonships are staged, 5 As far. as content 1s,:{fﬁ S . ’ - .

C R / . ., o e RO ) - .

T Othef’daffezfnces in meanrhg go along w1th the e '_;} o }
‘ . : d1fferences in themat;q prOpertiey : L1ke dwes notrmedn T e

B - - - T Toe L. 'o‘
. . - .
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- - exactly the same thing:as please, 'notwarg husband .and wife SRAR TN

‘ completely: synonymous.- The point is, that those pifferentes

-, - . in meaning are not related to the role system, but rather ™. - - -
K ' . go along with the side of the role relat1onshlps that the - '
' speaker wishes to stage for the hearer. See chhpter 21. . |

[ <

‘ S ¥ concerned i'like your -new coat involves an  Experiencer who

.t i 1s reacting to -a Patient as stimulus; so does your new coat

' yn Eleases me. It is the point of departure that is different.
A / ;- The same holds for Jane is Hal's-wife. and Hal is.Jane's -

. husband; the same relationship ismprésented ta the hearer
- :““*“""j;" -—-—‘from-two—different amgles. —.  -- o e ' a o
. - - N r - N N ' .

- .
1S

: - . with' other predlcates “for wh1ch role relatronsh1ps are con-.
' stant and there are distinct poss1b111t1es of staging, but
-+ for which’ the presence of a single lexical representatlon
suggests tnat there may be,no further difference in meaning
y ' associated with each thematization. ~Beng expresses onerof
~these: Karen rented the apartment from Mrs. Anderson and

B Mrs. Anderson rented.the apartmént to Karen descr1be .the $ame

situation staged \;n’two.dlfferent ways. The back yard 1s . " /

swarmlggrw1th mosqultoes, mosquitoes are 2warm1ng in the back
Xard and there is a swarm of mosquitoes in'the back yard

e are thema; cally dlstlnct butfhave the same foles associated
.+ with the pzedlcate. . ‘B ' .

- . »

s
-
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' Lo CHAPTER TEN

OTHER RELATIONSHIPS AMONG PREDICATES

1. ASSOCIATIVE RELATIONSHIﬁS ..

> - 4
e

* Part of the meaning of a-lexical item involves its
being related to other propositions in ways that are modeled
"ihere in the form of $pecialized predicates known a$ roles. -
. To know the role structure of a legxical item does not imply '
. o knoulng 1ts-mean1ng*,hgueyer+ it 1mplle§_gnlx.that,uguknow
R : some 'of the essential elements of its meaning. Different
lexical predicates, like fold and sdap have identical’ role
strﬁct'res,_and'a sihgie lexical predicate,like hit may take
a Varfzty'of role structures.

- ‘ . . -

7
‘

. : ,
~Another part-eof the meaning of a lexical itewm in-

volves its being relatéd to other lexical predicates in'other

ways than through role relatlonshlps A generaf term for

) these other relatlonsﬂ1ps is §§§g;1§;;ye, ‘though as we zhall
. / . see they can be further divided, so that: the term for them '

* " may drop out of use as soon as the picturé getq‘g 11ttle -

clearer. , ) . e

Inglﬁ%;@n relationships are an important-property j . ,

of lexical items. A felt tip is one .kind of pen, which in
turn is one kind of wr;thg instrument, which is an 1mplement,

.
N

’

o or tool, which is an é{tlfact which is a th ing. There are - )

L4

o . ) -pens that are not felt: t1ps, writing 1nstruments that are not .
-~ ‘
pens, 1mplements that are not writing 1nstruments, artifacts .

‘ ] that are not 1mp1ements and things that are not artifacts.,
< . e _ . Harold C. Conklln was one of the first (1955) to show how

' ' - S l?ﬂz 183 S S Lo -
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3

inclusion hierarchies differ from laﬁguege to language.
Dixon (1971) cites-a type of ethnolinguistic evigence for
inclusion from a language situation that brings these hier- : )
.archies toAlight in a forceful way. Quillian (1968, 1969) _
finds that each unit in his model of semantic relations must

include a pointer to another unit that is the superset un1t ‘.

of the first; in other words, a unit that represents the next .

most inclusive level of the inclusion hierarchy. Both he el
and McCalla and Sampson, who follow up his work (1372), find Yo /
that the ability to. trace superset chains is essential in

resolving ambiguities and interpreting texts, ‘ . s

T o ——— - _—_— v ~

Another kind of semantic relationship among lexical
items .is the ggmggngn;lal relationship. Components express

analogical relationships among sets ¢f meanings:, saw is to

.

knife as drill is to awl, or grandfather is to father as

son is to grandson, and so forth. Componential analysis )
developed from the work of Floyd G. Louhsbury (1956) and Ward

H. Goodenough (1956)5 with a useful summary by Wallace and N .
Atklns  (1960). . : - N

Dlxon (1971) p01nts out that thls k1nd of analys1s,
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; a nonnuclear vocabulary, which can instead be def1ned by u31ng
nuclear words The d1fferences between two nonnuclear words
that* are deflned in terms of the same nuclear word cannot be :
analogl;ed to other pairs of words, so that the ‘notion of ] N

semantic components breaks down ‘there. Glpck and I have also-

L d

pointed out (Grimes amd Glock 19#0) Kow even obvious semantic

componen};.Like the progenitor relationship that is part of

the anel

y grandfather : fathex.:: son.: grandson cited
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above apply only ﬁithin‘a limjted\{::ge iather than-through-"
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a
'

out the vocabulary. DOne would, for xampie,.inquire only
playfully about the progenitor component whan investigating
the meanings of a set of worﬁé»like house, shed, barn, sky-

scraper, church, store. Nevertheless, for limited parts of

or neutralizind a .distinction that is expressed by a semantic

the Set of fexical elementé,.there are relationships that
enter into the differences betweeﬁ“many sets of pairs, so-
that semantlc features or componential structure is a. factor
to be recognized wherever it is pertlnent but not to be
forced where it is not. : : s

Somé& inclusion hierarchieé are formed by washing out’
feature. In the press recently, for exi?gie, I notice that.

a professional society‘recently had its ‘sessions conducted
by chairpersons, since it was felt to violate the spirit of

the women's liberation movement to have one session run by

a chairman and the néxt by a chairwoman, as was ‘customary

in the olden days.. Theslatest news tells of a meeting held

under the gavel of a chairone, awesome indeed. The meaning

of Eersen is related te the meanings of man and woman, but _ ’ f'

without the’male-female feature that also d15t1ngu1shes b oy ' Q

from.girl as kinds of child, ram from ewe as k1nds of heep ' » .o
and, sa on through a sizable chunk of vocabulary o =T R N
0 . M - . - /' '\. ‘_ v

1Anothe‘r'English expression for the,hext level uﬁ«
the hierarchy of inclusion frommman/ﬁoman is$ man: to point- . Yo
out ‘that man's days on. the Qlanet'mgz be limited by pollution
or by nuclear war does pot imply that the earth will even- ) . .
tually’be populated by women. The use of one word to express '

units at more than one level pf an 1nc1u51on hierarchy is

PR ’
. not uncommon.! / \
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. J\\aré aware of ggnng;g;;gns in meanlng, but as yet .
ye know very little about 1ntegrat1ng them into linguistic . W\'i‘ ‘
theory. .Connotations have to doewith the emotional- and . , '
evaluatlve overtones of words We are uncomfortable w1th ’ ‘ . , ~
them probably because 1n most of linguistics we tend to be
E happy if we can make~a 11tt1e sense in talking about concretef
g denotatlve meanlng NeVertheless, connotations are always :
w1th{us. Even Ar;stotle (Rhet "3i2) commented that 'pirates

nowadays call themse;vesfrpurveyors"'.

-
Y 4

OSgGOd, SUle and Tannenbaum (19S7) have developed - e

that makes it possible, to compare- connotatlohs ' Theie tech-
n1que locates concepts in. a space® dom1nated by ‘three dimen-
s;ons 'evaluatlon (exemplified by ratlngs on,scales like
good-bad, pos1t1ve negatives,. or~ pledsght- unpleasant, potency . oo
(hard-soft, heavy-light, stroﬁgiweak) and activity (active- - , N
passive, fast- slow excitable- calm) Words witn similar
cdnnotatlons cluster in™t same region of the semantic space.
Wh11e the semantlc dlfferentlal does not prov1de an explan-
aﬁlon .of tpe phenomepon of connotatlon, it does provide a - ..
r'. - way of talklng abogt 51n11ar1t1es in connotat1ona1 meanglg.‘ | .

. N {b- ?'
© . . —‘\". - ¢ : . N . \
. ot - . ’\‘ L1nguist1ta11y it 1s attractlve to th1nk of conno- ’ e ;

e tatlons as one k1nd of assoc1at1ve tie between lexical elements.

3

Tnere aretfalrly standard evaluative conpotations attached
, to.many words, for‘examble, while others are neutral or.take

on their evaluations from the *tontext along. 1In one political . .
- 'sﬁeech, for exampfe,‘l find the following:2 Twelve terms ) . -

"
s - . . L \ = . . .
.. . Y- , .
. .
» o . L . - . -
, - A - .

Ny “Vice ‘Presidept Spiro Agnew, quoted AN Time, 1970
y May\ 11. . ’ ‘ ' . \ . 2 . -
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stand for things that'generally hajt a good connotation:
firm handling, concise, cléar,-vigdr,

heritage, spiritual,

s.gourageous, standing ER‘for, rights, great, majority, and

rd

"have a bad cohnotation:- impressionable, victim, ptomaine,

possibly architects. TFifteem stand forAthfngs that generally

d1sparage, 1rretr1evable, appeasement, capitulation, sellout
treason, folly, crisis, buckled .under, extortionist, noh-
democratic, and meb. Eight terms are normelly more. neutral :& .
than these in their use in English in general; but in this: |
discourse they take .on the emotional coloring of Gooo .

Things: our sxstem,\enforced,‘tough children, deal,

-

}Qdest traditional, and silent. Thirty: other terms, a

4
£

I3

Ajﬁber that is consonant with the geéneral tone of the

speech, ane bas1cally neutral but 1n,th1s context are given
negative connotations:™ revolution, radlcal spawning,
sanctuary, susceptible’, or (used to state an equifalence
between ? neutral ‘term and a loaded term), left, dispensed,
theatrical, -problem, confronted, turbulent 'patently, squads,
moral, idealistic, th1ng, Jun1or, secreted, smiling, benign,

challenge, next, wav1ng, non-negotiable, démands, pitching,

brown shirts, white sheets, lounges. T . -

¢

\J

-The text discussed in the last peragraph illustrates

another point about connotative mear*s\ to a greater

eXtent .than any other aspeq;iof medning, they are idiosyn-

ratic. Anyone ‘who reads the same text..may query my reactions

0 the way part&cular ‘words are aséd, or even to whether,

thelr good and had connotat1on$ are cogventional or by,

context. .I am not surpr1sed when pomeone disagrées w1th my
personal read1ngs (although I can, report gemexral agreement .
with the students I tried the speech out on); but I will be , .
surprised'lf anyone fails- to find-some division of terms K
into good’by{gonvention, good by';pntext, bad by context,,

and bad b;'Qanentﬁon. .

AL
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) The reason why connotatlons fiffer probably goes‘
back to the emotlonal colorlngs of the circumstances-under
. wh1ch gach of us learns a word. How we feel about a situa-
‘. ) . tfon is not as easy to calibrate agalnst other people’ s~

feelings as ourrperception of the visible components of the

Pt

situation 1s to calibrate dgdinst_ ‘other peOple s’ perceptions
“ . of it As a result, emotional and evaluative associations .
- tend to be less' standardized thap’are‘other kimds of asgo-
ciations that enter into our semantic reactions.
The;ioiosyncratic nature of connotationa'is only‘
part of a more'general problem: how in the world does i
anybody ever understand anybody else? Even in the supposedly »
straightforward area of so-called denotative meaning, where
definitions can 'be given and tests made, speakers of the
5" same language do not always méan the same things by the same
words. This, like emotive reactions, ﬂgtably goes back to
‘. * the observation that" everybody learns everythlng under
‘ different c1rcumstan¢es serthat—there~¢34n0*way of guaran- ’ .
tee1'g compat1b111ty between the semantic¢ systemﬁ of any )
; . two people. The amazing thing, which'I do not pretend to be
ablﬁ to account for since as a. linguist I take it as _given, .o
is that the area of compat1b111ty is great enough-that any
effects of 1noompat1b111ty can eventually be overcome by
talking enough : - .t

.
¢

) To 1li;strate how 1dlosyncrat1c elements are present ' ‘
} )n all kirnds. of meaning, pose the follow1ng questions to
- ’ marrled couples'of your acqualntance (1) Is zero an even .,
" number?’ (2) Who are your second cousins? (}) Is,turﬂu01se co

a kind of blue or a kind of green? ’

g ‘- . * .

<o
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. o , . - Not all kinds of associative ties are capable yet ‘ "‘/
Co Z.© " of being analyzed and classified even as well as connota-_
o ) ) tions. The loosest type of .assaciative tie is the collo- o .
. - L ggt;gg A collocation could be thought of as aj e1at1ye}y ) a A

- high probability that if one concept is present.in. a dls- - '.* -

- _ course, another one w11! be as we11 - For me, mehtlon of
spring (the season) generally elicits- some talk about grass \\\

- - and warmth and buds and ta1k1ng about garburetors oalls

[T

) “for- t tuneup. . ) ; " - y : o ‘ f; L
" - v ' J R
, o . , | " .The assoc1at1ve relatlonshlps I have meﬁt18ned may- & .-
) _possibly- be d1v151b1e ifto two kinds: Qggndgd and ggggggggg.o T
. ‘ ~ If Dixon is rlght (1971), the extent to Wthh semantic- )

features or components in a componentlai system apply to the,
= » study of meanings is, strictly limited. For any area ofv

-

~ vocabulary there are a fey components that operate to .
. i ) distinguish- nuclear words’. Even taken over all areas of the 7 K
3 . . . /‘
: vocabulary the ﬂumber of components is bounded. thé "same °

_way, if role reIat10nsh1ps are takeg to be. the Same in- )
, ) }" k1nd as other’ assocnatlve~re1at10nsh1ps (as is 1mp11ed by ]
" " Quillfan' s model), the number*of role relatlonships is not . ' j
unbounded It is limited to not much more than -the’ 11$tv o
given in Chapter, 8. " sInclusion h1erarch1es may be bourtded
in the sense that the supersetgchaln (like Chlppendale

chalr : seat : furnlture : artlfact K th1ng) of any lexical”

item may have a’flnlte max1mum length - Going .in theother .
. direction from more inclusive to less 1nc1us1ve, however, - . ot
there 1s a* sense in wh1ch the inclusion- h1erarchy may not
- be bounded It seems: as though for many supepordlnate or -
, more 1nc1us!&e elements in the hlerarchy, we can always. ‘ REEPEEPE

a, Come up with one more subord1nate or less 1ncluslve élement . - ‘
that they 1nc1ude, if th1s is so,.that dlmeﬁ§1on of ‘the L
L /inclusion relatlon .may not be bounded. SR

N ~ ~ i L]

Y (Y 1] . .

%
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As far as gonnotations and collocations go, however,
theére is no limit on,the number of associations that a word

can have. This/is one reason why a model of semantic -

'structure cannot escap€-taking in everything we know, about

everything. Furthermore, what we know and feel aboht _every
thing changes constantly, even durlng a d1scourse and that‘
change in 1tse1f is an 1mp0rtant element in accounting for

)

the surface form of discourse as we shall see in Chapter

encyclopedla problem is not to duck around it and talk only
about those aspeccs of language for ‘which we do not need .

to know, everything about everythlng, but to develop a con-
ceptual scheme that contains generallzatlons powerful enough .
to permit us to manage a seq}gtlc system that embraces

everything. ; .

A S

2. AREAS OF MEANING
/ Lexical predicates have different meanings, yet some
are-to a certain extent similar in meaning. In order to o
talk about how predicates differ or how they.are 51m1133 ' - “
it is useful to begin with thoge dlfferences and 51m11ar1t1es j
that can be gttrlbuted d1rectly to the role relatlonshlps

i
and assoclative reLatlonshlps Ve have Just discusgsed. ) 'f 4

‘) S

. Many redlcates take 1dent1ca1 sets -of role rela- F
tionships. illmore, \for example (1970), characterizes - - :
Engllsh break, bend fbld .shatter, and crack as all havlng .,

an Agent, an Ipstrument ‘and (u51ng the term1nology of thls R

book f@the?,than’his which “is zqulvalent) a ‘Patient.. H1t

slap, striké, bump, and stroke,’ on the other: hand ‘can t?ket’. o

an Agent, an Instrument, and a Range.. The flrst set all C
denote some change of state in the Patlent the second, |
contact with a surface indicated by the Range. "\\ e
. . . | ) x \ .
. - ' ;e TN
. ! N " ‘
L \ "
- tH f * i .

-
¥
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‘ - Many predicates are capable of taking more than
A h
. S S ont set of rgle relationships in their arguments. Break,
// besides taking Agent Instrument, and Patient (which I
) shall abbrev1ate as A I P) as 1n I broke the window with a
brick, a so takes A P as in I broke the window, I‘k as in
. uthe brick ‘broke the window, and P by itself .25 in the window
i ) /l ~ broke. Fillmore symbol}zes these four sets of roles>that

"

go'%ith change of state verbs using the common convention

of'paféntheses to indicate optionality' break (A) (I) p.

- . ~ Surface-cqontact verbs also take multlple role sets, but not

| " thé same sets as the change of state verbs. We can say I

. : ,“hit tﬁg nail with a hammer, A I R, or I hit the nail, A R,

' S ‘ or the hammer 'hit- the nail, I R. There is however, no
“form with R abone; *the nail hit_(the prefixed astériék
o o indicat€s a nonexistent form in the sense discussed) is not
<‘para11el to the.window broke, but reflects still a different

set of roles, probably P R, parallel to the airplane landed.

. P1llmore (1968) proposes a notatfgn u51ng linked parentheses

- Al R: for the Agent—related part of the role structure . '
of hit. The llnked’\hrentheses shaw that at least one of

. the pa1r A "I must be present as yell as- R.

-

b) - -
5

| A * It is tempting to try to classify predicates by | L
i ; L o the role sets that they take. It sSoom becomes clear, how- . . R

,ever that clearLcut groupings of pré@ﬁtates like the change

C Y state group a

Ao

d the surface contagf_group are relatively
X1 2 L -1 lrare.. The reasoh for this«is not hard to find. If we

L " . - i assume $eleven s bndard roles as we did in the first part

P | , | o of the chapter‘ then the numbér of p0551b1e role sets is ; .
L, 3 L L ,}1 or”2048 vqp supp051ng that ohly a quarter of 'these:
EE | - L @ombinqtldns actuéﬂly dre used in a language, those 512‘or

54
SO aae*numérqus eno gh to .suggest that Classification 2 -n%
o - te t&s net. an énﬁ in 1tself Furthe

L.

) . A\ : S oos o / . s

i o, 3 w R
., ; ) . ; IR A

A + ¥
LN . .
R
.

-

ICE. many predicates

DICy
x * .,
. H *
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have mofe than one role set that thé& can twke, each -
different combination of role sets yiélds a Wifferent class

of predicates. 'Seem for example, takes P 1xke break;

but it lacks the other three role sets that bkeak has.

The study of role systems, then, is not class;flcatory in

any useful way, although éla551f1cat10n is not impossible

(and camn, 1n~£ésti\be one by computer). )

. What, then/ is the point of recognlzlng -Tole

.Systems, if they ield a classification that is too rich to

tell .us anything? To answer, this we must recognlze f1rst
that a categorization of predlcates 1n terms of role sets.
is" not an aiy tight thing. We change the rolé’set asso- -
ciated with/a predicate when it suits us if we - thlnk we can
get away 1th the innovation W1thout losing the hearer.
"But me Mo buts" is an extreme example in which i rhetorical
predigate whose arguments are usually two or more) coi%lex
propositions is given an Agent, a Patient, and a i0al for

. ‘ 4
tie nonce. Less radical are things like climb me ER the

adder or soup the leftovers, both of which are eagily
recognized as nonstandard, or ‘in the narrow sense &ngram-
matical, yet each of whlch would certainly elicit the correct
reaction from most speakers of English if given as a command. ‘
There 1 I tﬁlnk everything to be galned by trying to '
build our theory of language in such a way that it not only ////
characterizes the normal, expected comblnatlons of elements’ ﬂ

that are the bread and, butter of everyday speech, but(alsS“\

.recognlzes that speakers have 11berty to innovate within

cergaln bounds -And that when they do 1nnovate, the way in
which;they are understood is also systematic. '
. i . )

-

. . v
. v ~ L3

- There isé then, a certain invariance in meaning
inherent in each role rélationship, whether it is beiqé used

P
v

s .
g .. ’ . L

¥
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in conventional association with a predicate or-whether ‘the
speaker has decided to put things together in a nonstandard
way. . Furthrermore, there seem to be characteristic patterns
of role relationships that stick together. For example,
for change of state verbs the (A) (I) complex ‘of ruole sets"
seems to be interchangeable with a-(C), or Optional Non- .
instigative Cause. Parallel to ] broke the window with a
brick, A I.P, we have the cold broke the wiﬁdow, C P, with

the observation that the cold is not Agent, since it is not

performlng any action or in gny sense actlng deliberately,
nor is there any concelvable instrument we can thlnk of
that 1t might use. Neither is it Instrument since there
1s no normal sense 1n which its use could be attributed to’
me Agent., (In su1table contexts such as fairy talés cold
could be used by somebody to break something: the sorcerer

broke the castle walls open with cold. This, however, is

the full scale Agent-Instrument pattern, not Nomn- 1nst1ga45ve
Camse.) .
Some role.relationships take precedence over others .
in }egard to their mapping to surface grammar. In English, >
for example, unless there are special conditions of staéing
and.informational coherence (Ha¥liday 1967a, b), the Agent

of a proposition will be the surfa#e subject; if there is

no Ageﬂt, the Instruqent will be tHe subject; and if there

i1s no Instrument, the Patient will be the subject. Linguis-

“ tics has a long historQ\of classifying surface grammatical
patterns (Postal 1964). It therefore comes as a mild
surprise' to some to find that the c1a551f1cat10n of the
semantic tategorles that stand behind surface patterns 1s
many tlmeS'more complex, so much so that it ceases to be
useful. )

¢
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k .
. . .
Role sets, however, are-not a551gned helter-skelter

to predicates. As a matter of fact, many of‘fHE_ﬁﬁltlple
role sets associated with predicates are interrelated in
just the ways that in Chapter 9 are ‘attributed to semantic
deriyational processes. We can take-gzggﬁ,vfof’example,
*as having an underlxing process predicate that_{akeS'only
the Patient, as in the window broke. The agentive deriva;\s
tion of this actually adds not just the Woent, but the
whole (A) (I) or (C) complex,

v

It is customary in lexicography to speak of various
ing of a word. In dictionary making each of
these areas is represented by a subentry (Robinsoq 1968).
One of the ways in which areas of meaning are distinguished
1s by role sets," Break as something that can happen to a
stick, corresponding fo P, belongs to a different subentry
than break as something that a person can'do to a rigid.
object¥ pessibly atded by a tool, corresponding to A P
and A I P. There are other ways of distinguishing
subentries, of course; different kinds of cantexts lenta1l
different areas of meaning of a word. Key as an 1mplement
for unlocking a doéor is not the same area of meaning as ¥ey
for following a map or key fof keeping a wheel:from turning
on*a sﬁaft. EveN where contextual dlfferences are 1involved,
however, there may be associated dlfferences of role sets.
In sports like basketball, break is used to describe a quick
maneuver involving change of direction, and in that context
takes an Agent and p0531b1y a Range but no Patient or
Instrument. *
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- GHAPTER ELEVEN
THE ARGUMENTS OF PROPOSITIONS

Role relationships hold between a predicate and Jdts
arguments.  We have looked at predieatés, at least to the °
extent that they are imvolved with their arguments, and we
have looked at the role relationships theméelves. Now we

will look at the arguments. .-
| N

1. CO&STRAINTSiINVOLVI&G ROLES

i ~

The nuﬁ:er of arguments that a predicate can take
1

g ) . ) . ) . ,
ranges typical from one, as in the snow (P). is white to

five or six, as in the bellhop (A) bfought me (G) a note
(P) from the lady (S) on a tray (I}, which load down the
available surface structures enough that one begins to

wonder whether the Instrument is an Instrumgnt or part of

a strange sounding Source, the lady on a tray.- It remains
to be ex ined why no lexi;;I ;;gﬁi;;t;'zziﬁs‘more than
six arédﬁiits; the answer undoubtedly has to do with the
overloading of memofy by having too many daughter nodes
attached to a single parent-node. Furthermore, when a
predicate is capable of taking more than one role set, the
sets often differ, in the number of arguments involved. The
familiar change of state complex j(A) (I) ! (C)}! P F permits
two, three, or four arguments: P F the jar broke 'to pieces,
A P F she broke the jar toe pieces, I P F }hg hammer broke.

‘the.jar to pieces, C P F the noise broke the jar to pieces,

and A I P F she broke the jar to pieces with a hammer.

Lo : 195 )
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There are two senses in which it can be said that
an argument is optional. For an accurate characterizatidﬁ
“of the role system of any predicate it is necessary’té be
able to distinguish both. An argument may be optional in
‘ the sense that it may or may not be part of the meaning

of a partlcular use of the predlcate A, I, and C in the

they are part

bf the meaning, and wh;h they are not, there is no implica-
tion that they are 'understood' or in some Eense to be
taken into account. In the first example above, the jar
broke to pieces, %here 1s no implication that an Agent 1S

lurking in the background with an Instrument in hlS hand,
or possibly even that there is a-Noninstigative Cause to be
faund. The jar broke, and that is that.

The other sense in which an argument can be said to

in the sense developed in Chapter 19. Heretan a;gument 1s
part of the semantics, but is presumed to be known to the- Z//
hearer either because it is part of the situation of speaking,
because 1t 1s the cultufally expected argument for that
sitwetion, or because it has beén mentioned recently enough
that it does not need to be mentioned again. Yet it is ¢
part of the meaning; the fact that it 1s not expressed

falls under the general principle of recoverable deletion
(Chomsky 1965.144-146). All gone? uttered with one hand on
the coffee pot involves a Patient, the coffee, but it is not
expressed becduse it is point&d to nonl1ngu1st1cally in the
'situation of speaking. He's emting has an explicit Agent,

but a Patient that is deleted because it is the culturally

expected Patient for that action, and there is no attention

being called to it, He's eating fried eels would probably
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not be subject to deletion, at least at our,house, because '

the Patient -is-unusual enough that it does ﬂ%t'come under
~the cultural criterion for recoverability. In the same
way, Factitives are usually not e;pressed unless there is
serthing speci?l aboui'thtm, on the grounds that the
expected results of most actions are widely known. We
rarely tother with the F%ctitive in something prosaic like
the jar.broke to bieces unless we do it to make the whole

action prominent; we say the jar‘broke, assumihg that every-

one knows that pieces- were what it broke into. On the other

hand, 1f it were the case that the jar broke into'halfjlnch

crescents, something a little out of the ordinary for jars

breaking, we would express the Factitive. Finally, in I’

went to the store ‘and bought potato chips, we would say that
- ) A

bought has an Agent, but that since this Agent is the same
as that of went and the two are grammatically conjoined
within a sentence, the Agent'of the second verb does not
have to be expfessed. In other cases there may be a reduced
form of expression such as pronominalization, in which only
minimal information is given about an argumént because the
rest coheres from the preceding‘contéit. v

The interrelations%ip of arguments within role
sets has already>been mentioned. One kind of condition is
a threshold condition symbolized by linked ﬁqrentheses:
(AILI) R in the role specification of surface contact verbs
requires that at least one of the arguments in the linked
parentheses be present: A R the batter hit ‘the ball, I R
the bat hit the ball, or A I R the batter hit the ball with

1

the bat, but never R alone: *the ball hit, - Anether kind

r 1

L .

This does not say that the ball hit is not possible
" in English. It is possible, but only if the ball is

[N




_The ‘thread of discourse 198 Grimes

-~
.

Instrument in this role set or Patient in a different role
set in which hit is not a surface contact actiéﬁ\bg; a
description of ﬁrqcesse§,%ffecting'a projectile.

B . R * N \
of condition is a disjunction, .symbolized by bracess ((A) (1)
| (C)} P F for.chhnge‘of,state verbs (usfng a vertical line
to separate the term§‘of the disjqné{ion; this 1is equivalent.'

to writing one term aboye another and usiﬁg large braces to
enclose them). This means$ that either one member of the
d1sjun;fion will be used or the other, but not both. Many-
termed disjunctions,are also possible in which at most one

member of. the disjunction can be used.

-

-~ \

In the notation I am using here, simple parentheses
() alwéys indicate semantic optionality. If the role inside
the parentheses is chosen, it is part of the meaning; 1if
1t 1s not chosen, then we are in a different area of meaning
that does not involve that role, Linked parentheses (])
indicate a different kind of optionality, in which any )
argument may be left out of the meaning, but at least one
must be present. Braces with vertical separators
indicate still a different kind of optionality, in which one
- " and-only dke of the arguments must be chosen. These kinds
of optionality are related by.an algebra of their own, so°
that the characterization of roles for change of state
verbs can be eXprgssed arliftle more precisely than in the
last paragraph as ({(AJI) { C}) P F. .
(
One of the less fruitful consequences of earlier
" generative transformational grammars was the ironfisted
way in which they claimeq that you couldn't say this and
daren'% say that. The starred form, which I have used

sparingly for things that aé obviou?iy impossible, at

%
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least in the sense I have specified for them, became a kind .
of invitatién to instant controversy: your grammar says
" you can't séy—this,'bug I.said it last Thurgday, -therefbre

your grammar is wrong. Once the fun and games side qf
édunterexamples dried up, we began to wonder if the prevalknce

of coﬁntergxamples for nearly any starred form in the.liter-’

ature might not mean that a theory of grammar that rejected Lo
starred forms so ;bundly might not be too rigid. It was

about this time, the late sixties, that people began going" ‘
around muttéring things like "All Chomsky grammars are é&quare.

I think that our theory'of language hds now come .

to a point where we do not have”to tie ourselvés in knots

on the subject of grammaticality. . We- have moved to a View- '\ %
;pgint at which, instead of saying, "Becauﬁe certain lexical '
elements are speciffed in such and such a way, it follows
that Example X is ungrammatical,”" we have loosened up to

the point whefe we can say, "Any semantic configuration of

a certain type has the following possible forms of surface
expression, and othr configurations have other forms. We .
would have expected, judging from the words in Example X, .
that it belongs to Semantic Configuration A; but since it, .

did not appear in any of ‘the forms that are normal for A, -
we must suppose that the speaker constructed it in Semantic
ébnfiguration B, as he was at liberty to do, and its surface
form was therefore appropriate for B." .In other words, .
when we talk about things like the role }elationships and
role sets of a particular lexical predicate, all we are
saying is that most of the time the meaningﬁbf the predicaté

W

involves those role sets. If a speaker wishes to, however, s
he cam ugz.any rolé sets that he thinks.will get him under-
stood. For example, the predicate that underiies Enélish

seem takes an Experiencer, the one who perceives things in

'
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a particular way, and a Patient which is itself a scntence-
sized prdposition. If we construct a thoroughly QQrbarlc,,-
nogrEnglish sentence ‘Iike *why did you seem to me that he

A5
would  be here by now?, which has ‘an Mgent where no Agent

should be, a goo%/grammar does more than slap us on the

wrist; it shOWS/ihat thg sentence is’ unusual, pinpoinps\the’
way in.which it is unusuel and says in effect, "All right,
I. know we don't normally treat seem as agentive; but if you
are det'ermlnedQO do so, then I will admit that you have )
given it the surface form it ought to have, just as though
you had used its corventional counterpart rzpresent or the
exp11c1t causatlve make seem. Next t1me however ‘you may

be better understood if you say why d1d Yo g represen to me
that he -would be here by now? ‘or wh y did yOu make it seem

.to me that he would be here'by now?"

Roles that are added to the convent10na1 role\se;
for a.predicate without further adjustment can be called
supernumerary roles. The Benefactive -is the most common

supernumerary role. Iq,cén be hdded to almoste anything:

the grass is green for me, shHut the door for me, the rain

in Spain stays mainly in the plarn for them. Factitives

can be added to predicates that normally do not have them:
they walked all out ({with the result that all their energy

"

was expended') The notion of supernumerary roles 1s a

spec1a1 ad hoc case of semantlc .derivation.

»

2. PSEUDO-PREDICATES AND CONSOL[DATION

¢
.

In Chaptef 9, where I referred to develoﬁﬁental,

egentive, causative, nonagentive, nominal, and instrumental
patterns of semantic derivation, I discussed the difference

between causative and agentive in considerable detail in

.
¢




The thread of discourse 201 ) : Grimes
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order to, clarify the Agent rqle itself. As a result I
attempted to justify eliminating Causer as a role separate',
‘from Agent. The thought béhind both discussions was that
'there are 'a small number of semantLQ rerhtlons that can be
con31dered to be pred1cates themselves, but that are even-
tually coalesced with the base pred1cates that' they dominate.
The causative, for example, has its own Agent and‘its own
Patient,:which‘isAa proposition in fts own right. The base.

predicate, the one in the Rjoposition that i% Patient of the

causatlve, amy algo have 1t own Agent. When the causative

and the base prop051tlon are coalesced however, as expressed’

*one proposed by Frantz (1970), the Agent of the original
base predlcate is reassigned to.another category llEe Goal
or Benefactive.? In all further freatment of the coalesced

&

2bav1d Cranmer ‘'suggests investigating whether roles

that are readjusted when they are consolidated are always
moved into a 'role that is not otherwise taken up. If this

i? not the case, the conflict of roles would result in a:

) Spec1al kind of amb1gu1ty which. could approprlately be called

>~

L

form it behayes'as though it represented the semantic role

into whigh,it has been moved, so that no problems arise

from having two Agents in-the same proposition, "I believe -
that proposition-c0nsolidation s the mechanism behind Pike's
notion of double function (1967), in which he notes that |
him in I told him to go is 51multaneously .an adJunct of told
and the’ loglcal subJect of g_

-

L4 .

3

Hu1chol Lllustrates‘fhe effects of consolidation
and the resultlng role reass1gnment more* readily than English,

-
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* * since’in Hu1chol ‘there are expTic1t afflxes that\dlstlngulsh I o -
A S between the causative de11Vat10n (- tAa) and the agentiye

ot ' ' . derlvatlon ( ra) in wh1ch an Agent is added’t
oo ',d1rect1x. _The Hulchol ‘stem gee kcarry ,for ex

o

p' - "1hormaLIy takes an Agent for tﬁe person who does ;the Carry-

v, 7 vlng,éq Patlent for the thing';argled, and a Goal, which can ‘ )
- R denote either tﬁe desglnatloh to which the Patient is carried B ¢ :
st ; . < or tne d1rectLbn in wHﬁch—qt is Carried.  In cArkA . p- éri- . ' -
,:;' - -961 Q@ggaa tdOg assertlon away- 3s1ngu1arob3ect -carried. . ' d ’ _&3
N ,’_ y tortalla) 'tﬁ%‘dégrgarrled away a tortilla’, CAAk4 'dpg is ’ '
e . pe:Agent paagaa 'tort111a4 maize cake' is the Patleni
‘L_‘”N' aﬂw *Zﬂﬂ the %@al is. expﬁlssed bY’Ei away", ‘CdgkA 'dgg“ is in
‘“}fﬁ ° 3 Cross. réferéncé with  the th1rd/per%on singular su#ject’uw o . o

» - W

N

; B .
. w4 1 . - '
" a-*dteg 5 the verb. Paagaa tortrila is in- crossﬁpeference with the \ L , .
e P thlrd perseh 51ngular obJect preflx?l- »Th1s roleﬁset gzﬁ* « - %y '
S R -”wlmch s one of several relat,e,dr og,es that are gp/oprlate * -J""““ .

e

\ ¢ SN
Aol {o 'carry! X™can he boiled down to a compact epresent Q " S

blon on the order of qee A P G. -~- v . TR . b
N “ ” & ‘('qﬁ s t " ) . ’

.

L4
N
Y
.

N ’ . S ww " ?’ ' ":/ S ';& s | 5
R T ’f . “Role sets are really abb£§V1a ed. desagnat;ons for ) i
~ . - ~Téquirements that each argument of alﬁred;c + 8 proposi- "~ v '
'.. . tiom wnéée predlcate is a pa;tlcul role prfdlcdge. The ~ . -
-;_’~ ~ | prgumghts of the role predIcates ﬂ;ﬁ;seres/ are either ‘ - e n N
*aﬁ?n . R referéntial indices, whlGﬁ”‘@ will.take up ‘in Chapter 12,3» A ) a
et or otheér prop051t10ns whose - 1nternal struﬁture does not AR
{3 Jconcern us furthen nlght now.‘ ‘Iz other words, the de51gnar _ | .
“tion gee A P G §a95 that, propositjons of which gee is the' - S,
/w: predlcate norﬂhily take three arguménts oné is a prop051- . ' ‘
. tion Jwith Agent as” its predicate, afother is a propesition, . . :
with Patient as its predicate, and the third is a proposition .
with Geal as its predlcate w1thout saying’ anythlng further .
R O T about the arguments of those pr0poslt1ons. It is 11ke.a . ST

. &

ot skeleton form . o ) v v
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s

Agent

?
=Patient

?

.

Goalk
2 i

where the question marks indicate
4

-

?gé plates where other

v e

Rl 'proposigiens may be added.
It is\useful to be able fp ﬂistinguish between the
gfglgyoneform of @Jpredicate‘and the use of that predicate
AN ap gﬁ;cu%é; semantic preoduction in which the blanks
: ‘t~hat fre.'éséiﬁfigt‘egwith it are filled in.  If qee A P G
%tan&s.fof“th% empty form of the predicate itself, qee
AP G (a;b,c) is an appropriate way of designating an in-
sfén, of gee in which some proposition a is assigned as
fheuaf%umept of the ‘Agent predicate that gee dominates;<§\
ig assigned as the argument of the Patient, and c as the
- qrgumentwo the Goal. The arguments are matched in the
order in whixh they are listed, and since it is characteéris-
ﬁpdgqgf rglé syétgms that no predicate has mare than one
argumznt of a given type (remembering that an argument that
~designates a group is a singie argument even though it ‘may
consist of two or more parts itself; John and'I went ﬁg
town, for ex‘gple, contains a_single Agenf, éghg and 1),
there is no problem of dupliC'ation.3 The example given

s B T
. TH% notation for matching specific values like
a,'b, and ¢ with variables 1ike A&, P, 'and G is a simplified
?orm of fhe lambda proposed thirty years ago by
Alonzo Chfirch and_modified.for_the*representation‘of recursiv®
functions by JoMy McCarthy (ﬁcCarthy 1960)-. ‘
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eaflier would be'rep}esented as gqee AP G (CXAkA, paagéa, e-).

Because we..are not ét'this point interested in the further
propositional structure of the arguments df gqee, we 51mply
list the forms used, as usual (Langendoen 1969).

- ~ ) ¥4

i,

a7 Puttlng the causative together with a predlcate
like qee 1nVolves dbuble level of composition. The
domanatlng prop051 ion has the form causative A P R. Its
Patient is the propos1t10n’ggg AP G with 1ts own’ arguments
The-composite production has the form causative .A P R
(7uukaa 'woman', -gee A P G (Eiiﬁﬁ 'dog-, paapaa"tortlllg',
e- 'away'),ﬁg; 'there'. The second arguméht of causdtive
matches the cemplete propositiqn‘cited earlier with gee

as its predicate. A tree represéntation of the causative

formation would be ‘
causative

Aéénf

?uukaa . 'woman' -

Patient

gee 'carry’

Agent
chnkn "dog”,
Patient , y
Egggégﬁ'tortilla'
Goal ..a™ "
t- 'away' N

Range -

u- 'there' -
- &

“, -

Undér most circumstances these two propositions,
the one wItN causative as its predicate an& the- oneswith
qee as its ptedicate, are cqnsol1dated into a single
proposition., The resulting proposition does not represent

A

=
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the scmantlt rciathnshlps of wll its argumonts d1rcet1y,
but it is the basrs for the surface or output form of the
dkprcsslon that means ''the woman gave the ,dog a tortilla'.
‘ ‘ Ve e s -

In the deriwed_prop051t10n the pred&chte is the

new Agent is the Agent of the or1g1nal ‘caugative.” The

semanticaIly c;mplex gel taa cause to carry, glve' The ,

Patient is thf:EQEQent of the original base predlcate gee.
The or1g1nal causatjve (in Hulchol though not in the cor-
responding Engllsh) takes a Range element that tells where
the causatlve Agent performed her action--an internal loca-
tive. This Flement is carried through into the derived
proposition; but its surface form u- "'there' is .incompatible

 *iwith the’ surface form "of the Goal of the base proposition,
g; 'away'. As a.result the original Goal is suppressed

4E_- c'an"cooccui'.Twith u- within some words (Grimes °§
1964). If the sequence e-u- were used here, however, both
would be taken as the Range of causative only. The compound
locative e-u- conveys the idea of unspecified locat1on, on
the order of *she gives the log tortillas wherever she’ hap-
pens to be' in cqntrést with u- by itself, which implies
_that she was at a Specifie spot known to the hearer and gave
the dog a specific tortilla“there. .E-u- also contrasts with,
.gjﬁby'itself; which implies that she was out of sight of the,
speaker and hearer when she gave the dog the tbrtiila. In
other! words, \the Range associated with causative preempts
the entire available surface apparatus of locative prefixes,
so that the Goal of‘ggg is suppressed. If the Goal were
suff1c1ent1y 1mportant in the staglng of the utterance, it
would be expressed by repeatlng the base propesition withgut

the causative: 'the woman gave the dog a tortilla; he car-

’
v

ried it‘ayaY“;
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‘The agent of the original base predicate is no longer .

treated as an Agent after consolidation. In Huichol it
behaves in relation to surface forms exactly as though ;t
were a Benefactive fnstead“ For example, in the presence
of a Patient, as in this example, it is expressed as the 4
gramqulcal direct object, while the Patient is expressed
as a syntactlc complement that lacks' the cross refe‘ence
that the -direct object has to a verbal affix. The congoli-
dated proposition is now qel-t«a-A PR B {’uukéa 'womap',
'paapéa"tortillé , u- 'there', ciaka 'dOg ). It is spoken
as °uukaa P- 11$ qe1 tra paapaa cArnka (woman-assertiop{3 °

‘r51ngularpb3ect carry cause tort11£a dog) 'the woman gdve the
~ dog a tortxlla'.S The tree representatlon of‘the propoesi-

PR
.~

5Th,is word order represeﬁts-normalfor unmarked’

thematization (€haptgr 21), with Agent as subject, coming

first. The u- that represents the Range is suppressed in

this form due to a positional 1nc0mpat1b111ty rlth i-"

"third 51ngular obJect' The u- can be recovered e;xher

by moving  the Benefact;ve to just before the verb, which

eliminates the third pefson singuI{r object*rross referen&e,

or by using a\diffefent person or ﬁumber of Benefaciive,
j?iwhich removes the positional ipcompatibility of the prefiies.
- "In the first case the Sentence is' “uukia cinkn p-tu+-géi-taa

paapaa 'the woman gave the dog a tortilla', and in the second
'it is uukaa pA- néci+-?u- qel tAa paapap "the woman gave me
a tortilla’.

’ LI

tion (perhaps pseudo-proposition would be a better ter}B
thet results from conSO{idation of causative and gee is

L)
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éi-taa 'cause to carry,- glvd/'
géi-taa

Agent l
"uukia 'woman'

Patient
. Eaagéa 'tortilla'
' Range :
u- ‘there'

Benefactive

cirka 'dog’ .
! G b .
The roles listed as Benefactive and Instrument appear
to be derivable from absg~§ct predicates by consolidation
in thegsame way as the aausative is derlved A likely
representation for the predicate that consolidates to give
the Benefactlve role is somethlng llke beﬂkfactlve AL G
where the Agent must b¢ corgferentlal with the ,Agent oi the
" base proRosrtlon if it has an Agent, the Patient is the base
proposition itself, and th€ Goal is the element that after
consolidation occupies the Benefactive‘}ole. "Instrument
appears to have similar form but with different 'conditions:
instrument A P G. The ‘Agent must. be co}eferentiéi with the
Agent of the base proposition; In this case the base pro-
position must have an Agent. The Patlent of 1nstrument
however, is the implement used,to carry out -the action of
the base prepositiong and the, Goal is the base proposition -
itself. We could paraphrase’benefaétive A P G and instrument

A P G loosely as 'A qus P in such a way as to a